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AND 


LORDS OF HER MAJESTY’S MOST HONORABLE 
l PRIVY COUNCIL. 


. 


BARADAKANT ROY v. CHANDRA KUMAR ROY 
AND OTHERS. 


ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
FORT WILLIAM IN BENGAL. 


Possession—Title—Act IV?-of 1840—Jathar. 


A originally owned two semindaries between which lay a Bil, or marsh, of which 

he also owned the fisheries, One of the zemindaries was sold and purchased by B, but 
“tho Bil fisheries still continued with the rémaining zemindari held by A. After 
» the sale, certain lands reclaimed from the Bil were, for some years, held by B as 


part of his purchased zemind ari. A instituted a summary suit under Act IV. of - 


1840, and was by an order of the Magistrate putin possession of these lands, .B 
brought a regular suit against “A to recover the lands, and set aside this order. 

Held (reversing the decisions of the Courts below), that it was necessary for 
B to show a better title to the land than A could produce. It was not enough 
for him to prove possession anterior to the Magistrate’s order uhder Act IV. of 
1840. The presumption was that the land of the Bil belonged to A, who had , 
admittedly owned both estates before, and had retainéd the fisheries of the Bil 
after the auction sale. B ought to have shown whon and how, if at all, the tight to 
the fisheries and the right to the soil were sovored. 


 Cmanpes Kumar Roy Cuowpury, zemindar of Pergunna 
Daittia, sued Raja Baradakant Roy, to regain possession of a large 
plot of land, which he alleged belonged to Pergunna Dattia, and 
from which he had been dispossessed by orders of the Magistrate 
made in favor of the Raja defendant, 2 1851 and 1857, under 
Act IV. of 1840. Pergunnas Dattia and Syedpore had both 
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belonged originally to the Raja’s ancestors; but Pergunna Dattia 
had been sold separately for arrears of revenue, many years 
before, and bought by plaintiff's predecessors. The land in 
dispute had been reclaimed, subsequently to the separation of 


Kusaz Ror. the pergunnas, from a Bil or marsh, the jalkar of which 


appertained to Pergunna Syedpore. The Raja defendant con- 
tended that the reclaimed land belonged to his estate of 
Syedpore. The issue fixed by the lower Court was the following: 
“ Whether the-land belongs to plaintiffs zemindari, and was 
held by him through his ryote till he was dispossessed by the Act 


IV. decree; or whether it belongs to defendant’s zemindari of- 


Syedpore.” The whole of the evidence laid before the lower 
Court went .to show that plaintiff had collected rents from ryots 
on the reclaimed lands for several years. The Judge also 
considered that the conformation of the ground showed that the 


land belonged to Dattia, and not to Syedpore. The records of 


a resumption suit were produced with a view to showing that 
the lands had been in plaintiff's possession. The real issue in 
the resumption suit was, however, only whether Government were 
entitled to assess the lands, and this had been determined in the 
negative. The Judge of Jessore, on 3rd September 1860, on a 
review of all the evidence, gave a decree for plaintiff. The High 
Court (BAYLEY and CAMPBELL JJ.) on 23rd April 1863, 


` upheld the Judge’s decision on precisely similar grounds. 


The case was then appealed to Her Majesty in Council. 
Their Lordships’ judgment was as follows: 


Turrr Lorpsairs would not have departed from their usual 
course of not disturbing the concurrent judgments of the Courts 
below on a question of fact, if the facts, as found, were,ein truth, 
decisive of the real issue hetween the parties. ° 

That issue is whether the lands uf dispute belong to the zemin- 
dari of the appellant, or to the estate of the respondent, 

The appellant is in possession under the Magistrate’s order, 
and it, therefore, lay uporthe respondents, who were the plain- 
tiffs in the suit, to oust him from that possession, by showing a 
better title to the property claimed. It is an admitted fact that 
at the date of the perpetual settlement both estates were settled 
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for with the defendant’s ancestor, either as one zemindari or as ea 
two separate revenue-paying estates. It is also cleay that the aaa 


Bil, from which these lands have been gained, was part of that Rov 
zemindari. The resumption suit proves that no right to een 
reassess lands which might be gained from the Bil remained Kon Ror. 
in the Government. 


In 1796, the two properties were severed by means, as it is 
said, of a sale for arrears of revenue, and Pergunna Dattia, 
which includes the village of Jhanpagram, was acquired by the 
Pal Chowdhrys, through whom the plaintiffs claim. 


Tt is also an admitted fact that the jalkar and every right 
which .could be exercised by the zemindar while the land was 
covered with water (what the Judge calls the “aqueous assets,”) 
remained in the appellant or those whom be represents. In these 

_ circumstances it lay upon the respondents to show that the 
» eff€ct of the revenue sale was to transfer to them, as part of the 
village of Jhanpagram, any soil which might be recovered from 
the Bil. It has been argued, at the bar, that this alleged title 
of the plaintiffs must be inferred from the conformation of the 
` ground, or the name of the village. But if any presumptions, 
however slight, can be drawn from these circumstances, they 
seem to their Lordships to be more than rebutted by the 
admitted fact that, after the sale, the jalkar of the Bil remained 
in the appellant’s ancestor. It has been argued that the right in 
the jalkar may be distinct from the right in the soil, and this, no 
doubt, is true. But here both had been admittedly in the appel- 
lant’s ancestor, and itl ay upon the plaintiffs, the respondents, to 

` show when and how they were severed. 


The facts found by the two Courts below bear only upon the 
latter part “of the first issue settled in the cause, viz., whether the 
plaintiffs were in possession of the lands through their tenants, 
and had been ousted by the order in the Act IV. case. That 
finding does not touch the material | part of the issue, viz., 
whether the land in dispute appertains to the plaintiffs’ Mauza 
Jhanpa. Even if it were proved that some jalibila land was 
annexed to the village, and passed as part of it at the time “of 

( the sale, it does not follow that the land which. has since been 
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recovered from the Bil (and great part of the land in ques- 
tion has been admitted to have been so reclaimed since the 
date of sale) would so pass. Yet the argument at the bar went 
the full length of contending that the whole site of the Bil, 
if cleared.of water and made capdble of cultivation, would fall 
into, and become part of, the respondents’ village, Jhanpagram, 
though whilst it was covered with water it remained under the 
dominion of the appellant. For such a contention their 
Lordships can gee no ground, The decision of the Fouzdari 
Courts, as to the point of possession, was final. The question 
in this suit was, whether the plaintiffs, by showing a better 
title than the defendants, could recover possession from them. 
In their Lordships’ judgment, the original title to this land was in 
the appellants’ ancestors, and it has not been shown that they 
ever lost it. It is possible, though not very probable, that if 
there had been fuller evidence of the original settlement of 
these properties, and of what passed by the revenue sale, this e 


‘ might have been done. Their Lordships, therefore, in the 


peculiar circumstances of this case, though they think that 
the appeal ought to be allowed, and the present suit dismissed 
with costs, and will make their humble recommendation, to Her 
Majesty accordingly, will also recommend that Her Majesty’s 
order be made without prejudice to the right of the respondents 
to bring, if they shall be so advised, a new suit for the 
recovery of the lands in question, upon the ground that the 


` title to`these lands passed ‘to the Pal Chowdhrys, from whom 


the respondents derive their title by the revenue sale. 


EKOWRI SING anp oruers v. HIRALAL SEAL 
AND OTHERS. ` . 


e 
ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
FORT WILLIAM IN BENGAL. : 


Chur Lands— Proof of Title by Claimant. 


The re-formation of land in the bed of a navigable river is not primå facie to be 
ascribed to a loss from any particular riparian estate, nor is the land which has 
e 
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been removed from an estate by sudden avulsion reclaimable, unless the circum- -P, 0, 
stances supply evidence of identity. A. title by accretion is not established by 1868 
mere proof of general inclusive boundaries at a time preceding the formation of Exownt Sina 
the chur, but there must be proof of the nucleus of accretion. The land gained v. 

will follow the titlo of the particular land forming the nucleus. a 


The cultivation of chur lands, like that of waste or . jungle lands, carries no prima 
facie character of usurpation or wrong ; and the claimant against a purchaser, bord 
Jide and without notice, in possession, must strictly prove his title. 


ExowrI Sing and others brought this suit against Hiralal 
Seal, to recover possession of certain chur lands. 

Plaintiffs alleged that the site of the disputed lands originally 
lay within the bounds of their putni talook; that a great part of 
this talook had been washed away by the action of the tidal 
river on which the estate lay, but that between the years 1842—48 
the land began to re-form and accreted to their putni lands, and 
was in the possession of plaintiffs’ father, who died in 1847; that 
after plaintiffs’ father’s death, the re-formed lands were illegally 
taken possession of by defendants’ predecessors; plaintiffs being 
at the time minors, under the Court of Wards. Defendants 
claimed the lands as being part and parcel of certain mauzas 
in their zemindari, which they had purchased bond fide and with- 
out notice of objection; and they stated that they and their 
predecessors had held continuous possession of the lands since 
their re-formation. 

The first Court (Principal Sudder Ameen of Midnapore), on 
the 30th August 1861, found in favor of plaintiffs, relying mainly , 
on the report of an ameen, whose local enquiry went to show 
that the mauzas alleged by defendants to be those to which the 
chur had accreted did not exist, while it was actually attached to 
plaintiffs’ putni lands. 

Defendants appealed to the High Court urging— 

1. That the plaintiffs haf not proved that the original site of 
the chur had been in their possession prior to diluviation; or 
that the villages to which it was said to have accreted existed 
at the time of the re-formation. e 

The High Court (BAYLEY and E. JACKSON, JJ.) on 8th 
December 1863, reversed the lower Court’s decree, and digmiagsed , 
the suit, for the following reasons: 
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a That plaintiffs must, before they could oust defendants, who . 

Trov Bins had been for many years in possession, make out a strong case 

of superior title, and prove that they (plaintiffs) were in posses- 
sion previous to those years, and that the land did then form 
part of the villages they alleged. The plaintiffs had indeed 
proved that the villages named by them were part of their 
putni talook, and they produced a former darputnidar who 
swore that the land in dispute had been held by him as part of 
those villages. But this evidence was weak in itself, and being 
supported only by two old chittas, one unattested and unaccount- 
ed for, and the other prepared by the darputnidar himself, it 
was obviously insufficient. The Courts held that oral evidence 
unsupported by documentary proof could not prevail against an 
undisputed possession of twenty years. 


The plaintiffs appeal to Her Majesty in Council. 
Their Lordships’ judgment was as follows: 


Hmarar 
Brar, 


THIS SUIT is brought to recover about 1,000 bigas of Tena; 
‘ claimed as alluvial, and contained within the boundaries given 
in a map annexed to the plaint. The plaintiffs must succeed or 
fail on their title to the land as alluvial. It is not competent 
for them now, the cause having been decided on this title, to 
raise at the hearing of their appeal a different case, viz., one 
simply of original ownership of the site of the lands re-formed. 
Had that been the case alleged, some defence might have 
been made, founded on the nature of a boundary river, the owner- 
ship of its soil, the character, sudden or gradual, of the original 
loss of land, and the effect of change from such causes in the 
land itself or the ownership in the soil; which -defence, as is 
apparent from the frame of the Regulations of 1825, would 
admit of variation with varying circumstances of inwndations, 
identification, and accretion. Theeause was tried before the 
Principal .Sudder Ameen, who decided in the plaintiffs’ favor. 
On appeal to the High Court, that decision was reversed, and 
from that decree of reversal the present appeal has been pre- 
ferred. The High Court simply decided that the proofs adduced 
, by the-plaintiffs were insufficient to justify a decree in their favor. ° 
Had this been a case of ordinary claim to lands, wherein a 
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plaintiff might advance, prove, and recover ona primd facie title, 
calling for some answer of title in a defendant, and entitling bim 
to a decree in default of such an answer being made and proved, 
the propriety of the decision of the High Court might have 


` been assailed with more prospect of success. But this is a case 


of a claim to land washed away and re-formed in the bed of a 
navigable river, the ownership of the soil of which is not com- 
monly in the riparian proprietors of its banks, and which is not 
proved in this case to have belonged to the predecessor in title 
of eithef disputant. The re-forming of land in such a stream, 
after a considerable interval and frequent floods, is not prima facie 
to be ascribed to a loss from any particular portion of territory, 
nor is the land which has been removed by a sudden avulsion 
reclaimable, unless the circumstances supply evidence of identity, 
which is wanting in the case before us. This re-formed land is 
not ascribed to avulsion, and several years elapsed between 
theeloss of the plaintiffs’ land and the appearance of this chur. 
The title by accretion to a new formation generally is not founded 
on equity of compensation, but on a gradual accretion by 
adherence to some particular land which may be termed the 
nucleus of accretion. The land gained will then follow the title 
to that parcel to which it adheres. It is obvious, therefore, that 
such a title is not established by mere proof of general inclusive 
boundaries of land, at a time long preceding the actual formation 
of the chur, since the lands that have such a fluctuating boundary, 
as a tidal river, and which are themselves subject to loss and gain 
of quantity by acts independent of the owner’s concurrence, and 
which may pass from side to side of the river boundary, have not 
the ordinary element of fixedness which belongs to immoveable 
estate, im the common course of things- A detached chur, inde- 
pendent of usage, in such a stream, would belong to neither 
riparian proprietor; and thd circumstances that it was subtended 
by the land of one, would not be enough to entitle him to it, 
The decision of this case in the Court below seems to have 
proceeded on the mere presumptions Which would have regulated 
the decision of a question of -parcel or no parcel in an ordinary 
boundary dispute; for no evidence whatever was given by the 
plaintifs of the nature of the original formation of the chur, 
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where it first ‘appeared, to what it first adhered, and the case 


even now affords no ground for concluding any thing with 
reasonable certainty, as to the original title to it. 
The defendants, it was conceded by their able Counsel, might 


“be unable to sustain a title to the chur as plaintiffs; but it was 


urged with force and reason that, by reason of their long enjoy- 
ment and being innocent purchasers for value, they were entitled 


to put every claimant to strict proofof title. They are pur-. 


chasers for value without notice of any prior or superior claim. 
Acquisitions of the nature of this chur are often doubtful in 
their origin; they must depend much on oral testimony, which 
time is constantly destroying or impairing, and it is often hard to 
say who is the person to whom the law would ascribe the legal 
ownership of them. The mere cultivation of them, like that of 


waste or jungle lands, carries with it no primd facie character of 


usurpation or wrong. An undisputed possession and cultivation, 
even though for a few years only, would the more readily- induce 
a purchase, and a purchaser bond fide and without notice might, 
with perfect honesty, and even with the favorable construction, by 
a Court of Justice of his acts, defend his possession by ae 
on strict legal proof of an adverse title. 

The High Court appears to have acted upon this sauna, 
though the Judges have ascribed too long a possession to the 
defendants, and may have erred in their view of portions of the 
evidence. The grounds of their decision seem to their Lord- 
ships correct; the ratio decidendi is not a mistaken one, though 
it is supported in part by mistaken reasons, They have acted, in 
requiring adequate documentary proof in a conflict of oral proof, 
in accordance with the course adopted by the Judicial Committee 
itself-on this point, in a somewhat similar case, Musst. Imam 
Bandi v. Hargovind Ghose (1). They were dissatisfied with the 
documentary proof exhibited ; they have said that better might 
have been brought forward had the case of the plaintiffs been well 


founded. Their Lordships are not prepared to dissent from either ’ 
expression of opinion. Tosdmit documents, not strictly evidence « 
at all, to prop up oral evidence too. weak to be relied upon, is not 


(1) 4 Moore’s L A. 403. 
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a course which their Lordships would be inclined’ to approve ; 
and none of the chittas which have been laid aside by the High 
Court are shown to have been admissible in evidence accor 
ing to the laws of evidence regulating the decisions of those 
Courts. It would expose purchasers to much danger if their 
possession could be disturbed by inferences from, or statements 
in, documents not legally admissible in proof against them. 
The document (1) on page 19 appears to be only a. copy, 
and it is introduced by no evidence preparing the way. for 


. its’ reception. Whatever might be the value of the chittas 


in general in questions between the zemindar and his tenants 
ox ryots, to receive them as evidence of boundary against a 
vival proprietor without further account, introduction or verifi- 
cation, would, if it obtained as a practice—and each relaxation is 
apt to become a precedent for another—tend further to encourage 
the manufacture of evidence in a place already too prone to 
the fabrication of it. Their Lordships, therefore, are unable 
to ascribe any error to the way in which the High Court 
has dealt with the documentary evidence in this cause. 

Tt has not unfrequently happened that their Lordships, in a 
conflict of decisions on questions of fact between the Judge 
who heard the evidence and the Court which reviewed it, have 
followed the finding of him who saw the witnesses and heard 
them give their evidence; but in this case the Judge below 
appears not to have sufficiently regarded the nature of the 
claim and the proof it should receive. He appears further 
to have acted mainly on the report of the Ameen, and that 
report, like the judgment which was founded upon it, appears 
to their Lordships to proceed upon a mistaken view of the 
issue between the parties and of the burthen of proof which 
the plaintiffs in this suit had to support. The conclusions of 
both are founded more upon the want of proof to support the 
title alleged by the defendants than upon proof of that title 
‘which it was necessary for the plaintiffs to establish in order 
to disturb the possession of the defendahts. 

The map of the Ameen itself shows that there were lands 
of other owners than the plaintiffs, so situated that they miglft 


(1) A chitta showing original measurement of plaintiffs’ lands, 
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ne have been, in the course of things, a nucleus to the increment; ` 
9? and, theref 
arug d, ore, an inquiry into its origin and direction was one that 


ù. ought not to have been neglected. The case itself is one turning 


HRAL on views of evidence on which their Lordships would be reluctant 


to differ from the opinion of a Court more likely to know, than 
their Lordships can be, what weight of proof would satisfy in 
India the just expectations of a Court of Justice. 

Their Lordships, therefore, agreeing with the High Court in 
their disregard of the chittas, and with their conclusion that 
the case was not sufficiently proved, will humbly recommend to 
Her Majesty that the appeal be dismissed with costs. 


RANI SWARNAMAYI v. SHASHI MUKHI BAR- 
P. 0*. MANI AND OTHERS. 


ee ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDIOATURE AT 


FORT WILLIAM IN BENGA L. 
Limitation—Section 32 of Act X. of 1859—Cause of ENE ENE 


A, azemindar, sold the rights of B, his putnidar, for arrears of rent, under Regu- 
ation VIIL of 1819. This sale was subsequently set aside at the suit of B for 
irregularity. A then sued B for the arrears, under Act X. of 1859, and B raised the 
defenco that the suit was barred, more than 3 years having clapsed from the close 
of the year in which the arrear became due. 

Held (reversing the decision of the High Court), that upon the setting aside of 
the putni gale, the putnidar took back the estate subject to the obligation to pay 
the rent; and that the particular arrears of rent claimed must bo taken to have 
become due in the year in which that restoration to possession took place, and plain- 
tiff could sue within three years from the close of that year. 

Also held, that A was not guilty of a trespass in bringing the property to sale 
under a defective notice, and A could not have sued for the arrears pending tho 
proceedings to set aside the sale. 


T 


THis case was decided by the High Court, on the 9th August 
1864 (BAYLEY and PHEAR, JJ.), on an appeal from jhe decision 
of the Deputy Collector of Nuddel, dated 22nd December 1863. 

The facts are sufficiently explained in the following judgment 
of the High Court, which was delivered by 


Purar, J.—This suif is brought for arrears of rent of a 
a es putnj talook, due in 1857, with interest thereon. 
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In 1858, the plaintiffs realized these arrears, with interest, for 
breach of kist, and costs, by a sale of the defendants’ putni 
rights under Regulation VIII. of 1819. 

_ ‘Afterwards, namely on the 5th February 1859, some of the 
defendants instituted a suit in the Civil Court to, set aside the 
sale,.on the ground of irregularity. Judgment was given in this 
suit on the 26th June 1860, setting aside the sale, and directing 


‘the plaintiff in this suit to repay the consideration-money with 


interest. On appeal, the High Court affirmed this decision by 
a decree given on the 26th June 1860. 

The plaintiff has repaid this money, and now brings this suit 
for the recovery of the original arrears. 

The defendants, among other and separate defences, all set up 
the statute of limitations as a bar to the plaintiffs’ suit, but the 
Deputy Collector over-ruled this, and determined in favour of 
the plaintiffs’ claim, remarking as follows:’ “As regards the 
question of limitation, it is perfectly clear that the plaintiff could 
not, both take the rent and sell the putni talook; as long, there- 
fore, as he was engaged in lawfully defending a suit to reverse 


the sale, he could not possibly sue for the rent. The cause of ` 


action cannot, therefore, have accrued prior to the date, of the 
Judge’s decision; and the suit is, therefore, within the three years. 
Doubtless, the period during which plaintiff was prosecuting his 
appeal should equally be excltided from the reckoning, but it 
will be seen it is not necessary for plaintiff to urge this, as the 
date of the judgment of the lower Court serves his purpose.” 

The substantial ground of appeal to this Court, is upon the 
question as.to the limitation of time for bringing the suit. 

The plaintiff urged, firstly, that the arrears were put in abey- 
ance by gatisfaction out of the proceeds of the irregular sale, 
and revived or rather became a second time due, when the High 
Court, in 1860, finally declared the sale to have been illegal, and 
decreed restitution of the purchase-money with casts. This 
ground of contention is untenable, otherwise the plaintiff would 
be enabled to take advantage of his ove wrong. He committed 
a trespass in bringing to sale that property with a defective 
notice, when it was his duty in law to have that notice ‘duly 
served, and cannot now be heard to say that that trespass pre~ 
vented time from running against his right of action. 
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-© Secondly. He maintains that at any rate, his cause of action 
was subsisting at the time of the passing of the Act X. of 1859, 
and that as he was unable, on account of the pending litigation 
above-mentioned, to sue during the first portion of the three years 
prescribed by that Act for causes of action go situated, he is 


15 Mar., 


entitled to deduct from the computation of those 3 years, at least . 


so much of the time as intervened between the passing of the 
Act and the decree of the High Court on 26th June 1860. 
On this we must observe that the words of Section 32 of the 
Act are absolute, and unlike those of similar statutes, do not 
either expressly or by implication admit of any exception what- 
ever to their operation. .It was urged that the exceptions to the 
limitation in Act XIV. of 1859 may be applied by analogy. 
But this is not so, for Section 32 of Act X. of 1859 is a special 
statate of limitation of itself for all cases coming under that Act. 
Moreover, it is not eorrect to say that this suit could not have 
been brought pending the litigation respecting the irregular eand 
invalid sale, and here again he cannot claim any benefit from 
acts of his own which he ought from the beginning to have known 
were illegal or defective, for he could at any time have sued and 
abided the result, so saving his time. 


The appeal must be upheld, on the ground that the plaintiffs 
suit was barred by Section 32 of Act X. of 1859. 


Their Lordships’ judgment was as follows:— 


` ‘Tun PACTS of this case arè simply these. The’ appellant is 
a zemindar. Those whom she represents had granted a putni 
talook, and the putnidars had fallen into arrear. The zemindar, 
the appellant, pursued her remedy under Regulation VIII. of 
1819, and brought the talgok to sala It sold for a sum greatly in 
excess of the rent in arrear. The purchaser was put in posses- 
sion of the talook. Out of the purchase-money the arrears 
were paid, and the balance, in the ordinary course, remained in the 
Collector’s hands for the benefit of those who were entitled to it. 
-À suit was then brought to set aside the sale of this putni talook, 
on the ground of irregularity; and we must assume that it was 
correctly set aside by the judgment of the Court below. The first 
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judgment on the case was on the 26th December 1860. The 
appellant brought her appeal in the High Court, and the final 
judgment, dismissing her appeal, was on the 30th June 1863. 
The effect of the judgment was, that she had to pay back the pur- 
chase-money to the purchaser, with interest; that the putnidars, 
were again put into possession of the talook; and that they* 
recovered the mesne profits, during the period in which they were 

out of possession, from the purchaser. The appellant then 

brought the present suit for recovery of the arrears of rent. 

She brought it in the Collector’s Court, as in an ordinary case ; 

and must, therefore, we apprehend, be taken to have brought it 

under Act X. of 1859. She was then met by the defence that 

the suit was out of time; that it was barred by the 32nd section of 

that Statute; the construction put on that enactment being that 

the suit should have been brought within three years from the 

time on which these arrears first became due, viz., the last day 

of tke year for which the rents constituting them had accrued. 

The result of the decision is, that she has not only lost the remedy 

which Regulation VIII. of 1819 gave her, but that she has 

no other remedy for those arrears of rent. If that decision is 

founded upon grounds which cannot be shaken, it certainly is a 

very’ unfortunate result, and a result, which obviously works a 

great injustice; for the putnidars have got back their putni, and 

have, at the same time, relieved themselves from the obligation of 
paying, for that period, the very rent upon which they held it, 

The case of the appellant has been argued ón various grounds. 
Mr. Cave has argued that this clause is to be qualified by intro- 
ducing certain clauses of the old Regulation of Limitation of 
1793. He has also argued that if those clauses can no longer be’ 
imported ‘into the consideration of the case, it falls within one 
of the exceptions imported inéo the existing Act of Limitation, 
the Act XIV. of 1859. 

Their Lordships are of opinion that if this case had arisen 
in an ordinary Court of law, and the Statute of Limitations to be 
applied was Act XIV. of 1859, there could be no doubt at all 
upon the question ; and that it would not be necessary to fall back 
upon the exception referred to by Mr. Cave, because it seems tq 


' their Lordships to be perfectly clear that the cause of action 
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P.O. accrued at the time at which, the sale having been set aside, the 
ea ee obligation to pay this sum of money revived; and whether that 
Rans SWAR- time be taken to be the date of the first decree or the date of the 

v. final decree, the present guit would, in either case, have been 

Moxart brought in time. They do not, however, think it necessary to 
decide that either that Act, or the particular exception in it, is 
to be brought in to qualify the peculiar and special law of 
Limitations introduced by the Act of 1859, because they think 
that, upon the fair construction of the 32nd section of that Sta- 
tute (Act X. of 1859) the time had really notrun. Their Lord- 
ships’ view of the case is this: that, upon the setting aside of this 
sale, and the restoration of the parties to possession, they took 
back the estate subject to the obligation to pay the rent; and 
that the particular arrears of rent claimed in this action must 
be taken to have become due in the year in which that restoration 
to possession took place. It follows that upon the language of 
the 32nd section of Act X. of 1859, the appellant was not barred 
from hér remedy. Their Lordships further authorize me to say 
that they do not concur in the position of the High Court, that 
the appellant can be said to have committed an act of trespass, 
because,.when she pursued the remedy, which was clearly com- 
petent to her, if it had been regularly pursued, she inadvertently 
omitted one of the formalities prescribed by the Act, and that 
her proceedings, therefore, became inoperative. Their Lord~, 
ships cannot treat this as an act of trespass, or hold, with the 
High Court, that in bringing this suit she is a person seeking to 
take advantage of her own wrong. They must also respectfully 
dissent from another statement of the learned Judges of the High 
Court, to the effect that the appellant might have sued for these 
arrears pending the proceedings to set aside the sale ofe the putni. 
Tt is clear that until the sale had þeen finally set asidé¢, she was in 
the position of a person whose claim had been satisfied ; and that 
her suit might have been successfully met by a plea to that effect. 


On thebe grounds, their Lordships are prepared to recommend 
to Her Majesty that the appeal be allowed with costs; that the 
judgment of the High Court be reversed; and in lieu thereof, 
that the appéal to that Court be dismissed, and the judgment of 
the Court below affirmed with costs. 
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MUTUSWAMY JAGAVERA YETTAPPA NATKEN 
. VENKATASWARA YETTAPPA. 
ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JODICATURE AT 
MADRAS. 
Madras—TIllegitimate Son—Maintenance. 


In a suit for maintenance brought by an illegitimate son of a Hindu zemindar, 
deceased, held that it was established that the plaintiff was tho natural son of such 
zemindar, and recognized by him as such, it having been not essontial to the plain- 
tiff’s title to maintenance that he should be shown to have been born in the house 
of his father, or of a concubine possessing a peculiar status therein. : 

Case remanded for tho Courts in India to try whether such maintenance can be 
a charge upon an impartible zemindari, or if not, out of what property or fund, if 
ayy, the son was entitled to be paid. 

THE judgment of their Lordships of the Privy Council in this 
case, which was an appeal from the a ae of Madras, was 
as follows: 


Tue suit out ‘of which this er has arisen was brought 
by the respondent claiming to be an illegitimate son of a former 
zemindar of Yettiapooram against the appellant, the present 
zemindar, for maintenance out of the mcome of the zemindari. 

The suit was brought in the Court of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen of Tinnevelly, although that Court has no jurisdiction 
where the matter in dispute is of a value exceeding Rs. 10,000. 
The appellant, however, did not plead to the jurisdiction; and 
the parties proceeded to try the right in that Court, treating the 
suit as one for the sum of Rs. 8,400, the amountr claimed for one 
year’s maintenance. ‘The consequences of this procedure were 
that an appeal lay from the Court of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen to the Zilla Judge; that the judgment of the latter 
upon any issue of fact was final, in India, and could only be 
brought before the High Cowt at Madras, by special appeal, 
on some alleged error upon a point of law or proéedure, 

The issues in the cause were, firsts whether the plaintiffs 


mother was in the exclusive and permanent keeping of the former 
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zemindar of Yettiapooram as his mistress ; and, secondly, whether 
or nåt the plaintiff was the illegitimate issue of the said zemin- 
dar by that woman, and, as such, entitled to maintenance, __ 
The Principal Sudder Ameen held that the plaintiff (the 
respondent) had failed to prove his title, and dismissed the suit 
with costs. The Civil Judge, on appeal, by his decree of the 
31st of March 1864, determined both the above issues in the 
respondent’s favor, declared him entitled to maintenance at the 
rate of Rs. 2,500 per annum, and decreed that this amount 
should be paid annually by the appellant “ from the villages 
forming the private property of the present zemindar’s (the ap- 
pellant) family.” This decree was brought by special appeal 
upon grounds, some of which will be hereafter considered before 
the High Court of Madras, which, on the 3rd of J anuary 1865, 


15 Mar, 


dismissed that appeal; and on the 27th of Marchin the same year, 


rejected an application for review of judgment with costs. The 
appellant having obtained Her Majesty’s special leave to appeal, 
has brought this appeal against the decree of the High Court 
and that of the Zilla Court of Tinnevelly; and all ‘questions 


‘in the cause, whether of fact or of Jaw, are, of course, open to 


him upon ‘it. 

Their Lordships, at ‘the close of the argument for the appel- 
lant, intimated that, in their opinion, the second issue had been 
properly found in favor of the respondent. ‘They will now state 
their reasons for coming to that conclusion, and, in so doing, will 


` briefly recapitulate the facts of the case. 
The appellant’s father,‘ the then zemindar of Yettiapooram, ` 


, died in 1840, leaving three sons, viz., Kumara, the alleggd father 


of the respondent, Venkataswara, and the appellant. The zemin- 
dari, which is impartible, descended, in the first fnstance, to 


.Kumara alone; and he shortly afterwards, but certainly before 


the 25th of December 1840, brought into his zenana as his 


concubine, Avadai Jangram, the mother of the respondent. - 


She was the daughter, of a Dasi or Nach girl, attached to a 


Pagoda, which’ seems fo be one of the appurtenances of the . 


zemindari; and if she had not then begun to follow, would, no 


“doubt, but for her introduction into the zemnidar’s zenana, have 
followed her mother’s profession with its ordinary incident, pros- 
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titution, On the 25th of December 1840, the zemindar exe- 

cuted in her favór an instrument, which will be afterwards con- 

sidered. He built her a house within the precincts of his palace, 

and up to the time of his death, which took place in May 

1853, she continued to be his favorite mistress. So far the 

parties were agreed; but whilst the respondent contends that 

he is the son of the zemindar by Avadai, and born after her 
introduction into the zenana, the appellant insists that at that 
time, and when her connection with the zemindar began, she had 
for some years been a public dancing girl attached to the Pagoda, 
and that she brought with her into the palace the respondent, 

who was then at least twelve months’ old, and her child by an 

uncertain father. : 

On the death of Kumara, his next brother, Venkataswara, 

` succeeded to the zémindari. He lost little time in turning out 
Avudia and her son; for in November 1854 we find that the 

latte? had brought a criminal charge in the Magistrate’s Court 

against the zemindar and his retainers for an alleged forcible 


entry, and the abstraction: of jewels of considerable value. This. 


charge ended in the-razinama, or instrument of compromise, 
and the Magistrate’s order thereon, both bearing daté the 6th of 
November 1854. In this razinama, the respondent is described as 
the son of the late zemindar of Yettiapooram, and in the body of 
the instrument Venkataswara is spoken of as “the paternal junior 
uncle of the complainant ;” and in the Magistrate’s order the fact 
of the complainant being “ the natural son of the first defendant’s 
elder brother” is expressly assigned as a reason for admitting 
the compromise. 

Three years after this, and in November 1857, the respondent 
commence a suit for the recovery of the property which was 
the subject of the Porappu grant of the 25th December 1840, 
from which, with his mother, he had been ejected by Ven- 
kataswara. In his plaint he described himself as the son of 
Kumara, the late zemindar of Yettiapooyam. The answer of the 
zemindar impeached the validity of the grant by his predecessor 
of a village forming part of the zemindari, The reply of: the 
respondent, on this point, was in effect that his mother being of 
parallel grade with the wife of his father, the zemindar, he as the 
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r illegitimate son of a Sudra by a Sudra woman was in the class 
__*** __ capable of inheriting the zemindari, and therefore that the grant 
Moruswauy 


Jacavera WS good. In his rejoinder, Venkateswara said, that “the mere 
Yerrarri allegation that the sécond plaintiff was of parallel grade with the 
rv. wife was sufficient to show that she was not a legal wife, but a 
swara Woman as represented in the answer; and that no one would 
Yertarra. think the plaintiffs were heirs to the zemindari.” But he did 
not then controvert the respondent’s title by a direct denial that 
he was the son of Kumara, the course which, though the fact was 
not necessarily in issue in that suit, we should have expected the 
zemindar to take, had the case touching the respondent’s birth, 
which is now set up by the appellant, been that which was then 
received by the family. The earliest assertion of that case of 
which there is any evidence, is-to be found in the answer made 
in this suit by Venkataswara, some time in or about the year 
1859, to the ground of appeal filed by the’ respondent on his 
appeal to the Zilla Court against’ the decree of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen dismissing the claim to this village, In one 
paragraph of that answer, it is stated that “ the records show that 
the first plaintiff was born before the second plaintiff was kept by 
the late zemindar, and the statement that they are blood relations 
` is incorrect.” In these proceedings, therefore, their Lordships , 
find strong grounds for coming to the conclusion that the 
respondents for several years after the death of Kumara, continued, 
to be.xeputéd and admitted to be the natural son of that zemindar. 
` Tlie decision of the suit for the village which, in the Zilla 
Court; as well as in that of the Principal Sudder Ameen, and 
2 on aspecial appeal to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, was adverse 
to the respondent, did not touch the question of his birth. It 
proceeded entirely on the ground that the grant having been 
made without the previous consent of Government, and not 
having been registered in the Collector’s Office, was not valid 
as against the successor to the zemindari. 
"+ The final decision of the last-mentioned suit was in September 
1860, and the present. suit was brought in September 1863, 
against the appellant, who, on the death of his brother during 
the interval, had succeeded to the zemindari. The oral evidence 
upon the issue whether the respondent was the illegitimate son 
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of Kumara was certainly not very strong on either side. But 
if the case of the appellant were true, we should have expected 
that he, a powerful zemindar, in possession of the estate, with 
all the family records, and influencing the family dependents, 
would have been able to produce better evidence in support of 
his case than that which he has produced. The testimony of 
the Brahmins and women attached to the Pagoda seems to their 
Lordships to be especially unworthy of credit. It has been 
argued that the non-mention of the respondent in the Porappu 
grant of the 25th of December 1840, affords an inference that 
he was not the son of the-zemindar, nor, at that time, 80 recog- 
nized by him. This may be true if it be assumed that the 
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child was then in existence; whilst, on the other hand, the mere ` 


fact thet the respondent is not mentioned in the deed, taken by 
itself, might afford an inference in . ‘support of the theory, that 
he was not then born. But if it be assumed that he was, as the 
appetlant alleges, then in? existence, -and known not to be the 
child of the zemindar, it is highly improbable that the deed 
should have provided for ‘her male issue generally without at 
least postponing the respondent to any male issue to be there- 
after born to the zemindar, And, again, if the deed were, as 
it has been argued, to have been a gift to the woman in the ` 
nature of a settlement made upon taking her from ihe Pagoda 
into the exclusive keeping of the zemindar, there was no absolute 
necessity for the mention of ‘her son, if .then in ‘existence, 
whether he was or was not then the son of the zemindar. Upon 
the whole case their Lordships think that the evidence for-the 
respondent confirmed as it was by the razinama and other 
evidence of recognition by-the family after the death of Kumara, 
outweighed that on the appellant’s side, and justified the finding 
of the Zilla Judge of the sacond issue inhis favor. They 
are satisfied that Kumara in his life-time recognized the appellant | 
as his son; and they see no sufficient grounds for doubting 
that the appellant was in fact his natural son. They would 
have felt greater difficulty in coming, upon the evidence before 
them, to a conclusion upon the question whether the appellant 
was born after or before the introduction of his mother into the 
zenane. The admission, in his reply, as to his mother’s age, 
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P.O. iš of more weight than any of the evidence to the contrary, and 
___1868 that is consistent with the theory of his birth, at least a year 
Morose before she became an inmate of the zemindar’s zenana; and the 

Yerrarra receipts for rent in his name, which are dated as early as 
e ai February 1841, also tend to support that theory. It appears, 
swara . however, to their Lordships, that if it be established that the 
TETTARPA, appellant was the natural son of tbis Hindu father, and recog- 
` nized by him as such, it is not essential to his title to maintenance 
that he should be shown to have been born in the house of his 
father, or of a concubine possessing a peculiar status therein. 
They concur in, the judgment of the High. Court’ upon this 
point, against which little, if anything, has been urged at 

the Bar, - f 

Their Lordships further think that, subject tothe observations 
hereafter to be made, the amount of maintenance awarded 
by the Zilla Judge is reasonable. And this being so, they 
would have recommended Her Majesty to dismiss the appeal, and 
confirm the decree below si Aa bat for the point ee 
remains to be considered. 

The decree of the Zilla Court directed that ‘tie amount award- 
ed as maintenance be paid annually to the plaintiff (the present’ 
respondent) by the defendant (the present appellant) from the’ 

` villages forming the private property of the present zemindar’s 
. (the appellant’s) family. ` The first ground of appeal insisted 

s upon by the Counsel, for the appellant, on the special appeal 
- - „tothe High Court of Madras, is stated to have been “ that there 
was no appearance of any other property than that of the 
zeriindari, and the fastening of a life-rent.on that was illegal.” - 

The High Court has sought to dispose of this objection by 
saying, “the fact that the judgment of the Civil Judge indi- 
cates the possession of private e property by the zemindar in 
possession, who has inherited the whole property of the plaintiff's 
father, renders this objection, even’ if tenable, wholly inappli- 
cable.” And it proceeds to remark that the question, whether 
maintenance in such a case could be charged on a zemindari, 
was.still an open one. 
` _ The objection involved two distinct propositions, viz. :—1st, that 

there was no proof of property other than the zemindari; and 


avwe 
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2ndly,' that the maintenance could not be charged on the 
zemindari, ‘And the High Court has avoided the decision of 
the latter question by assuming that there was a conclusive 
finding on the other. It may have thought that it was bound to 
make that assumption by the rule which excludes questions of 
fact from the province of a special appeal. Their Lordships, 
however, are disposed to think that the question, which is more 
pointedly raised by the first of the points stated in the application 
for a review, at page 35 of the Appendix, was one which, on the 
strictest construction of that rule, the High Court was competent 
to entertain on a special appeal. But be that asit may, their 
Lordships, who.are not subject to the rule, are bound to see 
whether that part of the decree of the Zilla Judge, which 
directed the payment of the maintenance from the villages 
forming the private property of-the zemindar, was warranted 
by the pleadings and evidence before him. They are of opinion 
that itewas not. The plaint sought for payment of maintenance 
“out of the income of the zemindari.” There is no trace’ in 
the printed recotd of any evidence ‘of the existence of property 
other than the zemindari, or of the nature of such property, 
supposing that any does exist. It is obvious that the nature, as 
well as the existence, of any such property is a material question. 
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The respondent may have a tight to be mentioned out of private ` 


property which descended from his father to the present zemin- 
dar, yet he may have none to be maintained out of private pro- 
perty which the zemindar has acquired in any other way. : 


If the decree be erroneous, as it stands, there remains the 
question whether it ought not to be simply varied, by directing 
payment of the maintenance out of the income of the zemindary. 
But the High Court has failed to determine the question whether 
the zemindari is so chargeable,*and the parties have declined, 
in the present state of the record, to argue that question before 
their Lordships. In this state of things their Lordships how- 
ever unwilling to prolong this litigation, gam but remit the cause 


to India, with a declaration of the respondent’s status as an ille ` 


gitimate son of the zemindar Kumara, and of his consequent 
right to maintenance. 
it will be for the High Court to determine whether the decree 
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P.C. should be varied by directing the maintenance to be paid out of 
___1888 the income of the zemindari, or whether it shall direct any 
a peeagg further enquiry in order to ascertain whether there is any other 
Karrar A property upon which it can be charged. If that Court shall 
v. find that it can be properly charged on the income of the zemin- 


berg dari, their Lordships are of opinion that the amount awarded 
Yartarra by the Zilla Judge, having regard to the respondent’s status, 
is reasonable and ought to be decreed. But if it cannot be so 
charged, then, in the absence of information as to the other 
property on which it may be chargeable, their Lordships cannot 
pronounce an opinion as to the reasonableness of its amount, 
and they must leave that question also to be determined by the 
High Court on further’enquiry.’ They trust, however, -that the 
S respondent’s title to maintenance being -now conclusively ascer- 
tained, the parties will be wise enough to settle the questions 
that remain open by private arrangements and without further 
litigation. The order which their Lordships will bumbly 
recommend Her Majesty to make is, to reverse the decree of the 
Zilla Court of the 3lst March 1864, and the decree of the 
High Court of the 31st March. 1865; and in lieu thereof to 
declare that the respondent i is the. illegitimate son of the former’ 
zemindar, Kumara Naiken, and’ as such is entitled to mainte- 
‘nance: and to remit the cause fo the High Court of Madras, in 
order that such Court may determine whether, regard being had 
to the above declaration, the respondent is entitled to receive 
maintenance out of the income of the zemindari (in which 
“Le. cage such maintenance is to be decreed at the rate of 2,500 
`. rupees per annum); and if not so entitled, whether he is enti- 
tled, as against the appellant, to any, and what amount of main- 
_ tenance, and if so, out of what property and fund, sand that for 
~ the purposes aforesaid the said High Court shall bé at liberty to 
make and direct any further inquiry that to them may seem 

just. Their Lordships will give no costs of this appeal. 
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RAJA SATYASARAN GHOSAL v. MAHESH CHAN- 
DRA MITTER. 


ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT FORT 
EE WILLIAM IN BENGAL. 


t 
4 


Sale for Arrears of Revenue’ Enhancement Rey XLIFY. ou 1793,8. 5—Reg. VIII. 
- of 1793, 8. 51. 


Where, by an old potta, lands forming part of a zemindari had been leased af a 
specified rent, but there were no words in the potta importing the hereditary and 
istemrowi character of the tenure, held, that the absence of such words was supplicd 
by evidence of long and uninterrupted enjoyment,.and of the descent of ténure from. 
father to son, whence that hereditary and istemrari character might be legally 
presumed. 


The zemindari was sold for arrears of Government revenue under Reg. XT, of 1822. 
The purchaser’s representives sued to’ enhance the rent of the under-tenure. Held, 
that they had no right to enhance. -Thè rights of the purchaser were defined by 
88, 30—33 of Reg. XL of 1822, which were repealed by Act XIL.-of 1841, and that 
Act, with the exception of the Ist and 2nd sections, was again repealed by Act L of 
1845. ‘Neither of the two last mentioned Statutes contains any saving of rights 
acquired under the Statutes which it repealed, but expressly limited the enlarged 
powers which it gave to ee at sales for revenue arrears to ee at 
future sales. : 


A sale for arrears of revenue cannot of itself merely, and without any act, pro- í 


ceeding, or demonstration of will on X the part of the purchaser, alter the character of 
an nnder-tenure, 


Semble—Bee. §, Reg. XLIV. of 1798, is now of no force for any purpose, but that of 


declaring the general principles upon which all the subsequent legislation has pro- . 


ceeded, viz., that of putting a purchaser at a sale for‘arrcars of revonue in the posi- 
tion of a party with whom the perpetual settlement of the estate was made. Where 
an under-tenure existed at the time of the decennial settloment, the only right which 
the zomindar could exercise over it was that confermgd by section 51 of Reg. VII, 
of 1793. 
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PBC A snit for enhancement implies such a privity of title or tenure existing between, 


1869 the parties, that a claim to some rent is legally inferrible from it. 


Raga Barra- The decision in the case of Ranee Surnomoyes v. Maharaja Suttees Chunder Roy 
Ps Bahadoor (1) commented on, explained, and reiterated. 


Graxpaa 
ia Mahesh Chandra Mitter and Digambar Mitter, as separate 
co-sharers in a divided zemindari, brought two distinct suits to 
enhance the rent of certain lands held by Raja Satyasaran Ghosal 
in that zemindari. Mahesh Chandra claimed title to his share 
in the zemindari as the relative and representative of a pur- 
chaser at a Government sale for arrears of revenue held in 
1839. Digambar claimed through several successive alienations 
from a similar auction-purchaser, who bought in 1837. These 
auction-sales had taken place under Reg. XI. of 1822, and the 
plaintiffs claimed to enhance in virtue of the powers conferred on 
purchasers at such sales: ‘The defence was, that part of the lands 
in, question had been held by defendant at a fixed rent ender 
a grant by the Collector in 1786, which, apart from ne 
of lands, &c., simply ran thus :— 

“For 67 bigas and three katas of land, you will pay the 
rent, of sicca rupees 136-13- 10 agreeably to instalments : by 
letting out or personally holding the land, enjoy the same with 
great felicity. There is no other liability.” 

It was also stated that, of the rest of the lands, part was 
lakhiraj, and part belonged to a different talook. It was 
further urged that the suits were barred, more than 12 years 
having passed since the auction-sale; that Digambar Mitter, at 
any rate, as a private purchaser, had no right to the privileges of 
an auction-purchaser ; and that the suits should have been brought 
in the Collector’s, and not in the Civil Court. e 

The first Court, the Sudder Ameen of the 24-Pergunnas, held 
that the potta filed by defendant was genuine, and that it was 
proved that, as regards the lands covered by it, defendant had paid - 
a uniform rent from beipre the decennial settlement, and hence 
his rent could not be enhanced. The Court also found that part 
e Of the land held by defendant was rent-free. Excluding this 


4 


(i) 10 Moore, L A. 123. 


w Reports, 


wil, 1869. 


VOL. IL] ” CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 25 


and the land covered by the lease, the Sudder Ameen gave a decrée on S 
for enhancement on the remaining lands. a 

The Principal Sudder Ameen, on appeal, held, that defendant sanaw Gnosat 
had not proved that any portion of the land was lakhiraj; that Manzent 
the potta did not profess to fix the rent for ever; and that as pean 
the land covered by it was not shown to have been held at the 
same rent from 12 years before the decennial settlement, it was 
not exempt from enhancement. The Principal Sudder Ameen 
decreed in favor-of the plaintiffs. 

On special appeal, the High Court (Kemp and SETON-KARR, 
JJ.) held, that the forms of the potta admittedly did not amount 
to an hereditary and fixed grant, even if the Collector had had 
power to make such; and overruled the contention of the defendant 
that he was protected from enhancement by his haying held from 
a period antecedent to the permanent settlement. The learned 
Judges said :— : f 

“Tt is said that the defendant is shewn to have been paying 
at the same rate for a period antecedent to the decennial settle- 
ment, though not perhaps for 12 years previous to that date; and 
that he ought to be protected-under the late ruling of the Privy 
Council, the case of Rance Surnomoyee v. Maharaja Suttees 
Chunder Roy (1). It is also much pressed upon us that the pređe- 
cessors of the plaintiff and also the original auction-purchaser had 
waived their admitted rights of enhancement, and that it is not com- 
petent for the plaintiff to revive and put those rights in force now. 

“< We observe that this case differs from that of Ranee Surno- 
moyee. That was a sale under Regulation XLIV. of 1793; the 
present case refers to a sale under Regulation XI. of 1822. In 
Ranee Surnomoyee’s case, their Lordships appear tohave been gnid- 
ed by the principle that the same rent had been paid for 60 years, 
and that there was no evidenceg*that, when first imposed, or even 
when the purchase was made, it was not a perfectly adequate rent 
for the property. No such plea is or can be advanced in this 
case. There is no proof or plea thatghe rent is a proper rent, 
or a rent adjusted according to the rate of the Pergunna and the 
locality. The sale law under which the plaintiff became æ prq- 
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P.C  prietor, was more stringent than the sale law of 1793, and the 
-E Purchaser had rights of eviction, as well as of annulment and 
sanan Gosar enhancement. It is true that no right of eviction and settlement - 

Mangsa With other parties was ever putin force. But theright to demand 
sali rent is an ever-recurring cause of action as hasbeen held ever 
since the case of Digambar Mitter in-1856, and the right to have 
rent at a proper and consequently at an enhanced rate is one 
which resides in the zemindar, unless the tenant can bar the 
action by some effective deed, or can otherwise bind the zemindar. 
Now it is proved in this case that the potta is not istemrari or 
mourasi in its terms, and this is a case in which the presump- 
tion arising out of 20 years’ payment at the same rate by the 
nature of the action is not pleaded, and does not arise. The suit, 
we observe, was brought before Act X, of 1859 came into oper- 
ation, Neither is the defendant a khudkasht ryot, who might 
be protected under section 32 of the sale law Regulation XI. of 
1822, under which the lands came in the plaintiff's zemindari rights. 

“On the whole we do not find any thing in the decision, or in 
the arguments advanced by the defendant’s pleader, to make us 
think thst the defendant has any legal right to resist enhance- 
ment. The decision on the law, as applied to the ae found, 
appears to us correct. 

“As regards the second point of the rent-free lands, the ruling 
of the Full Bench of the lst of June 1863, in Gumani Kazi v. 
Harihar Mookerjee (1) might be in point but for one important 
circumstance. It is found as a fact in all these cases that the 
defendants would not point out to the Ameen, who went to the 
spot, the exact situation of these alleged rent-free lands, so that 
the plaintiff could not distinguish them from the rest, and could 
have had no opportunity of proving that he had eyer received 
rent on account of them,” e 

Their Lordships’ judgment was as follows :— 

The question raised on these appeals is whether the respond- 
ents (being plaintiffs im two different suits) have established, 
as against the appellant, their right to enhance the rent payable 

e _ by him in respect of 134 bigas and 24 katas of land situate in 


the 24-Pergunnas. 
(1) Case No, 2468 of 1862; lst June 1863. 
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This parcel of land is alleged in both suits to form partof a P.Q 
zemindari, of which somewhat more than ten undivided sixteenths eS 
belong to Mahesh Chandra Mitter, the respondent on the first satay GHOSAL 
appeal; and theremainder being somewhat less than six-sixteenths, Manes 
belong to the respondent in the second appeal, or rather his price 
master, Digambar Mitter. 

Mahesh Chandra Mitter claims title to his portion of the zemin- 
dari as the nephew ex parte maternd, and representative in estate 
of one Ganganarayan Ghosal, who purchased it at a sale for 
arrears of Government revenue in 1839, and died in 1851. 
Digambar Mitter’s title to his portion is derived through several 
successive alienations from some person who purchased that por- 
tion at a similar sale in 1837. From the fact that these undivided 
portions of the zemindari were thus sold at different Government 
sales, it is to be inferred that, before those sales, they were held 
by different parties, each of whom was separately liable for his 
sharé of Government revenue. 

In these circumstances, the two Mitters have brought separate 
suits for the enhancement of the rent of the lands in question; 
and for the purposes of these appeals, their Lordships will assume 
that, in the Courts below, they have been properly held entitled ° 
so to do, though there certainly appears to have been a well- 
grounded objection to the form in'which the plaints were origi- 
nally framed. 

In each case the plaintiff rests his claim to enhance on the 
statutory rights of a purchaser at an auction-sale, meaning there- 
by asale for arrears of Government revenue; and the Statute 
under which each of the sales in question took place was 
Regulation XI. of 1822. 

The deftnce in the two suits was very much the same. The 
appellant insisted that, of thedand in question, 67 bigas and 
3 katas had been held by him and his ancestors under a potta 
dated in 1786, at a fixed rent of sicca rupees 163-13-10; that, of 
the rest of the lands, 42 bigas and 14 kgtas were lakhiraj; and 
the remainder, either including, or perhaps with the exception 
of a very small portion which had been resumed by Government 
as a towing-path, was held by him as part of a different talook, 
under one Ramtanu Dutt. He further insisted that the suits 
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P.G were barred by lapse of time, twelve years having, in each case, 
-—— ——— elapsed since the date of the purchase at the auction-sales; and _ 
ee Cina in Digambar Mitter’s suit, he further questioned the right of one, 
Mangan Who was a mere purchaser by private contract from one who had 
GAD bought at a Government sale, to institute such a suit. He also 
raised the question whether the suit ought not, under the 23rd 
section of Act X. of 1859, to have been proushes in the Collector's, 

instead of the Zilla Court. 

Their Lordships think it will be convenient, in the first 
instance, to consider the respondent’s claim to enhance, as if all 
the lands in question were covered by the potta of 1786. 

Both the Courts below, which dealt with the questions of fact, 
have affirmed the genuineness of that potta, and their Lordships 
gee no reason for impeaching it. 

Again, though the docyment is not in the form of the ordinary 
instruments which create an istemrari tenure, it is in terms a grant 
of the lands on a fixed rent, for it specifies the sum. And “upon 
the principle laid down by this Committee, in the case of Baboo 
Gopal Lall Thakoor v. Teluck Chunder Rai (1), the absence of 
words importing the hereditary character of the tenure is here, 

` as in that case, supplied by the evidence of long and uninterrupted 
enjoyment, and of the descent of the tenure from father to son, 
whence that hereditary character may be legally presumed. 

Upon the evidence their Lordships have no doubt that, at the 
date of the earliest of the Government sales, those whom the 
present appellant represents were, by virtue of the potta, in 
possession of the land, which it covers at a fixed rent, under æ 
sub-tenure binding upon the then zemindars. 

It follows that the respondent’s right to enhance the rent, which 
implies a right to vary the terms of the sub-tenure, afid to set it 
aside if that title to enhance be disputed on grounds inconsistent 
with the obligations of such a dependent tenure, must, if it exists 
at all, depend upon the peculiar and statutory powers acquired 
by a purchaser at a sale for arrears of revenue. And, according- 
ly, both in the plaints and in the notices given in pursuance of 

Regulation V. of 1812, section 9, those poweré are put forward 
as the foundation of the right. 
(1) 10 Moore, L A., 191, 
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The first question then is—are the respondents, or is either 
of them, entitled to exercise those powers? That neither is so 
entitled has been strongly argued by the learned Counsel for the 
appellant, upon the following among other grounds: The sales 
took place under Regulation XI. of 1822, and the rights of the 
purchasers through whom the respondents claim were defined by 
the 30th and three following sections of that Regulation. Those 
enactments were repealed by the Ist section of Act XII. of 1841; 
and all the provisions of that Act, with the exception of the 
first and second sections, were again repealed by Act I. of 1845, 
which, as modified by some subsequent Acts, is the existing Sale 
Law. Neither of the two last mentioned Statutes contaizis any sav- 
ing of rights acquired under the Statutes which it repealed ; and 
though each gave to purchasers at sales for arrears of Govern- 
ment revenue powers equal to or even larger than those given 
by thg repealed Statutes, it expressly limited those powers to 
purchasers at future sales, i e. “sales under this Act.” The 
respondents, therefore, cannot invoke Regulation XI. of 1822, 
as the foundation of their alleged rights, because that has been 
absolutely repealed; and they cannot call in nid the subsequent 
Statutes, because they have given no power to purchasers at 
sales which took place before they were passed. 


This point, though it seems to have been overlooked in many 
cases in India, is not now adjudged here for the first time. It 
was fully considered and determined by this Committee in 
the case of Ranee Surnomoyee v. Maharaja Suttees Chunder 
Roy (1). The Judges of the High Court have attempted to 
distinguish that case from the present, on the ground that, in 
the formers the sale relied upon was made under Regulation 
XLIV. of 1793. But that statgment proceeds upon a misappre- 
hension of the facts of the earlier case. In that, as in these, 
the sale on which the power to enhance depended had taken 
place under Regulation XI. of 1822; and it was not until they 
found that they could not support their case, either on that 
repealed Regulation, or on the subsequent Acts, that the learned, 


(1) 10 Moore, I. A., 123, 
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Counsel for the respondent, the Maharaja, fell back upon the 
5th section of Regulation XLIV. of 1793, which, though suspend- 


sanan Gosar ed by the subsequent legislation on the subject, had never been 


Manes - 
RA 
MITTER, 


expressly repealed. 
Their Lordships must also observe that, in the judgment deli- 


` vered in that case, it was carefully considered whether a sale for 


arrears of revenue of itself merely, and without any act, pro- 
ceeding, or demonstration of will on the part of the purchaser, 
altered the character of the tenure; and it was decided that 
the sale law had not “ that hard and rigid character.” It is true 
that the judgment, assuming that the powers given by Regulation 
X. of 1822 had been swept away by the repeal of that Statute, 
dealt only with the effect of a sale under Regulation XLIV. of 
1793. But what it laid down concerning such a sale may even, 
à fortiori, be predicated of a sale under any of the subsequent sale 
laws, and, in particular, of one under Regulation XI. of „1822. 


For the words of the Regulation of 1793 (sec. 5) are that all ; 


engagements of the former proprietor, and all under-tenures grant- 
ed by him, shall “ stand cancelled from the day of sale ;” where- 
as the Regulation of 1822 (sec. 30) enacts that “ all tenures which 
may have been created by the defaulter or his predecessors, 
-being representatives or assignees of the original engager, as 
well as all tenures which the fitst engager was competent to set 


` aside, alter, or renew, shall be Liable to be avoided and annulled by 


the purchaser,” &c., expressions which, far more strongly than 
those of the earlier Regulation, import that the estate is not, 
upon a sale for arrears of revenue, necessarily and ipso facto, 


changed in its nature and incidents. And if this be so, the - 


repeal of the Regulation which destroys the power to change the 
estate, must leave its freedom from change, independent of mutual 
will, unimpaired. *. 

` Their Lordships then being clearly of opinion both upon the 
principle and the authority of the decision in Ranee Surnomoyee 
v. Maharaja Suttees Chunder Roy Bahadoor (1) that the respon- 
dents cannot now for the first time exercise powers which, if 


*they ever existed, existed only by virtue of the repealed sections 


(1) 10 Moore, I. A., 128. 
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of Regulation XI. of 1822, do not deem it necessary to con- P.C. 
sider whether the stringent powers given by those enactments ies 
to purchasers, eo nomine, could, in any case, be exercised by sinax Gnosan 
the heirs or assignees of such purchasers. Justice and sound Mamusi 
policy alike require that, inasmuch as the law has given them, pes 
for the particular purpose only of enabling thé purchaser again ` 
to make the income of the estate an adequate security for the ` 
public revenue assessed upon it, and the exercise of them cannot 
but occasion great hardship to under-tenants, and insecurity 
to property, they shoyld be exercised within a reasonable time; 
and their Lordships believe that that object has now been in 
some measure secured by Acts X. and XIV. of 1859. i 

Their Lordships have further to remark that, in the case of 
Ranee Surnomoyee v. Maharaja Suttees Chunder Roy (1) to 
which they have already referred, this Committee, whilst it care- 
fully abstained from determining whether, upon the true con- 
struction of all the Regulations taken together, the 6th section of 
Regulation XLIV. of 1793 ought to be taken to have been 
repealed, nevertheless proceeded to consider whether that enact- 
ment, if assumed to be still in force, would support the respon- 
dent’s case. And after putting upon the clause the construction 
stated at page 147 of the report, the judgment ruled that the 
purchaser had an option to confirm the existing rate of rent, and 
must, upon the evidence in the particular case, be taken to have 
exercised that option in favor of the dependent talookdar. 

Their Lordships must reiterate the doubts expressed by those 
who decided the case of Ranee Surnomoyee v. Maharaja Suttees 
Chunder Roy (1) whether the clause in question can be held to 
be in force for any purpose but that of declaring the general 
principles upon which all the subsequent legislation has proceeded, 
viz., that of putting a purchaser*at asale for arrears of revenue 
in the position of the party with whom the perpetual settlement 
of the estate was made. They do not think that a party who 
has lost the particular rights which were %iven to him, or to the 
purchaser whom he represents, by any of the subsequent Statutes, 
can fall back upon the old law which has been so repeatedly oe ie 
modified. ' 


(1) 10 Moore, I, A., 128. 
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PG It is to be observed, however, that, even if the section 
__ 1 __ be in force, the tenure here in question is not one which, upon 
Rasa SATYA- 


nanan Gosar the strictest interpretation of that clause, could stand cancell- 
Manen €d. It existed at the time of the decennial settlement, and their 
‘ion Lordships apprehend that the only right which.the zemindar with 
nee whom that settlement was made could have exercised over it, 
was that conferred by section 52 of Regulation VIII. of 1793. 
No attempt has been made to bring the present cases within that 
section, which seems to east upon the zemindar the burthen of 
proving particular grounds for enhancement of rent. 
Upon the whole, then, their Lordships are of opinion that the 
Court of the Principal Sudder Ameen and the High Court of 
Calcutta were m error im holding that the respondents had estab- 
lished their right to enhance the rent of the lands covered by the 
potta of 1786. i 
It may be said that this does not dispose of the questign as to 
the other parcels of land. But the foundation of the suits is 
that the respondents have the powers of purchasers at sales for - 
arrears of revenue ; and if that foundation fails, the failure ig 
fatal to the whole suit. Their Lordships, however, are of opinion 
that there are, further objections to the maintenance of the 
present suits in respect of these parcels of land. There is no 
‘evidence that the appellant has ever paid to the respondents 
any rent, except the sum of sicca rupees 136-13-10, being the 
rent reserved by the potte in respect of'the 67 bigas*and 3 
katas. He disputes the title to rent in respect of the other 
parcels, treating one parcel as lakhiraj, the other as held of a 
different landlord. A suit for enhancement implies such a 
privity of title or tenure existing between the parties that a 
claim to some’rent is legally inferrible from it, and there is here 
proof that that relation is denied to have existed at any time 
between the parties in respect of these two parcels of land. As 
to the latter portion, where the respondent’s title is denied, and 
the right of another #emindar set up, the proper remedy seems 
to be by a suit in the nature of an ejectment. Again, if the 
e œ Jands alleged to be lakhiraj lie within the respondent’s zemindari, 
the law has given them an appropriate remedy in a suit for 
resumption and re-assessment. 
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The present decision will not deprive them of either remedy P.G 
if sought by them in the character of ordinary zemindars. But STE eae 
it is to be observed that a suit of either kind is now subject to saran Guosan 
a particular law of limitation, and that consideration is a strong Banners 
ground for not allowing such rights to be irregularly litigated’ cee 
in a suit like the present, which is subject to a different, if it is 
subject to any, rule of limitation. Upon the whole, therefore, 
their Lordships have come to the conclusion that they must 
recommend to Her Majesty to allow these appeals to reverse the 
decrees of the Court below, and in lieu thereof to order that 
both suits’ be dismissed with costs. The appellant will be entitled 
to the costs of these appeals, but it will be for the Registrar, in 
taxing those costs, to consider whether the costs of more than _ 
one case should be allowed. í 


RAJA BARADAKANT ROY v. THE COMMISSIONER P.c* 
OF THE SUNDERBUNS. Jong. 18: 
ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
FORT WILLIAM IN BENGAL. 


Sunderbuns Boundary—Reg. III. of 1828, a 18. 


Sec. 18, Reg. IIL of 1828, was intended to make provision for the immediate 
eettlement of the limits of the Sunderbuns ; hence it fixed peremptorily a period 
after which the demarcation of those limits, made by the Special Commissioner 
to that end appointed, should be final. No person can come in after that period 
(namely, three months from the date of the Commissioner’s proceeding fixing the 
boundary) pleading infancy or other ground for re-opening the question of boun- 
dary, since the geographical boundary line was necessarily to be one and the same 
for all the world. Even within the period of limitation allowed, no one could be 
heard to object to the line, unless he declared and offered. proof that at the time of 
the survey he was in the occupation of a definite quantity of land cleared and under 
cultivation within the line. After the line had once become final, no party could be 
heard to say that even cultivated lands within it were part of his settled zemindari. 


Tue facts of this case are fully set out in the following 
judgment delivered by their Lordships: 

The appellant in this case (the plaistiff in the suit) is the 
Raja of Jessore. The respondent is the Commissioner of the 
Sunderbuns, representing the Government of Bengal. The. . 


* Present: Loup Caenusrorp, Sie Jangs Witiram Couve, Lorp 
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Ben, Law 


ig ' . - 


34 > at CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. [B. L, R. 


Pg real: object of the suit is to obtain a judicial declaration that the 
er Te eae: lands, which are the subject of it, form part of Pergunna 
xant Roy Shahosh, the revenue on which was permanently assessed 
en Conni- by the decennial settlement .with “the appellants ancestor; 
Suygensuxs. and on that ground to set dside certain instruments which 
have been executed by or on behalf of the appellant to Govern- 
_ ment.for the payment of the revenue lately assessed on the same 
-o Z lands, on-the assumption that they were not part of his settled 
‘` + estate; and to recover-back the payments which have been made 
- to Government under that engagement, 
The persons who are in actual possession of the lands are not 
‘ parties to the suit, which is erroneously stated to be one for the 
recovery of possession,—an error which has led to some confusion 
~ in the argument. . The true nature of the suit is shown by the 
; issues which have been settled in it. These were :— 
Pee ae 1. Whether the boundaries of lot No. 221 fixed by Mr. 
Dampier, the former Commissioner of the Sunderbuns, in 
1829, in accordance with rule, not having been set aside up 
to this date by any Court, and the plaintiff not haying filed 
objections in reference to such boundaries for thirty-one years, 
his claim was barred by clause 2, section 13 of Regulation III. 
of 1828. 
2. Whether the land claimed formed part of the decennially- 
‘settled Pergunna Shahosh, or the right of Government as -being 
part of the Sunderbuns, and whether the plaintiff's orae pro~ 
prietor had ever been in possession of the land. 
3. When the disputed land with its boundaries had been 
released from the claims of Government on proof of its being 
z rent-paying or mal land, and subsequently by means of survey, 
dowl was unjustly taken for it, on the allegation that it was the 
right of the Sunderbuns, whethd,the plaintiff is entitled to have 
x the said dowl set aside, and obtain possession of the land, as 
7 his mal right, together with wasilat. 
The history of the pergunna is briefly this:—After the 
_ perpetual settlement, the then Raja, the appellant’s grandfather, 
e mortgaged it to one Biswanath Bose. He is said fraudulently to 
- have allowed the revenue to fall in arrear, and to have purchased 
the estate when put up for sale by Government benami some 
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time in 1804. This transaction was afterwards impeached, `and P. © 
the Government (we must assume regularly) declared the estate m 
to be forfeited, but in 1825 re-granted it to the appellant, then an mane Ror 
infant. It is.alleged, and “not disputed, that the effect of this Rae ans 
re-grant was to remit the appellant. to the precise rights of his Sunpennona, 
ancestor under the -perpetual settlement. The estate, between : 
1825 and the date at which the appellant attained his majority, was 
administered by the Collector and other revenue officers acting as ~, 

the Court of Wards, but their acts are material only, as beating - `` 

upon one or other of the issues in the suit; and particularly 
upon that which affirms that the lands in question formed part of 
Pergunna Shahosh in 1792. f 

- This Pergunna, whatever were its precise boundaries, un- 
questionably abutted upon, and at least on,one side of it was - 
bounded by that large tract of waste and jungle land, which forms “7 
the seaboard of the delta of the Ganges, and is known as the 
Sunderbuns. And it is certain that the Sunderbuns, what- 
ever were then their precise limits, were neither included, nor 
intended to be included, in the decennial settlement of 1792, but 
remained the property of Government as the general owners of . 
the soil. 

From the quinquennial register of 1795, it appears that two 
of the component parts of Pergunna Shahosh were the Mauzas 
or Chaks of Tildanga and Komarkola. There is, however, . - 
no evidence to show what the areas of these Mauzas, when set- 
tled, were. They were-situated at two of the points at which 
Perganna Shahosh touched the Sunderbuns. . And the broad 
question of fact between the parties is, whether these settled 
Mauzas or Chaks comprehended the whole of the areas marked 
lots 221 and, 224 in the colored map, which is part of the record; 
or whether they were limited ta the two smaller areas which are 
colored yellow, and lie within those lots, or in immediate juxta- - 
position to them. 

In 1828 the Bengal Government ‘appegrs to have been active 
in taking measures for extending cultivation in the Sunderbuns, 
and for ascertaining and asserting the rights of the State therein.. 
As a step thereto, it determined to fix and lay down the bound-. 
aries of that tract of unsettled land, and for that purpose (amongst 
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P,O. others) Regulation III. of 1828, the effect of which will be after- 
___ 1869 __ wards considered, was passed. In 1829 Mr. Dampier, the 
ra DAT then Commissioner of the Sunderbuns, under the 13th section 
Tan Coons- Of that Regulation, proceeded to fix and lay down the bound- 
monen rons, aties of the Sunderbuns in. the immediate neighbourhood 

~ of Tildanga and Komarkola. His proceeding is at page. 
82 of the record; and the map, called Captain Hodge’s map, 
was made pursuant to the Regulation, in accordance with that 
proceeding. The boundary line, as defined by Mr. Dampier’s 
proceeding, seems to have included within the limits of the 
Sunderbuns the whole of lots 221 and 224, together with the 
two areas marked yellow on the colored map, which have before 
been mentioned ; or, in other words, all the land now in ques- 
tion, and also the lands represented by those two colored 
portions of the map, and now admitted to belong to the settled 
. Mauzas of Tildanga and Komarkola. 

At the time of Mr. Dampier’s survey, certain proceedings 
were pending between the Government and the Raja, or his 
guardians on his behalf, which must now be considered. 

There is some trace of a claim on the part of the Government- 
as early as 1812, but the proceedings in question were not 
actually commenced until the 12th November 1825, when the 
Collector of Jessore instituted a suit under Regulation II. of 
1819, as amended by Regulation IX. of 1825, for the assessment 

` of revenue upon 8,000 bigas of land. The ground of his 
claim was that this parcel of land, though in possession of Raja 
Baradakant Roy, under the names of: Chaks Tildanga and 
Komarkola, was, in fact, part of the Sunderbuns, and as such 
subject to the claim of Government. This suit was, in the first 
instance, defended (the Raja being then a minor) by the sar- 
barakar appointed by the Court, of Wards, and was, therefore, 
in this peculiar condition that the plaintiff was the Collector 
asserting the proprietary or fiscal rights of Government, and 
the defendant was an eflicer appointed by that same Collector 
acting as a Court of Wards, And this may be one reason why, 

e or Bome years, the suit appears to have been conducted very 
Janguidly. In 1829, Mr. Dampier fixed his boundary line, which 
included the lands in dispute with the other lands in that locality 
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within the limits of the Sunderbuns. Some proceedings in 
this pending suit seem afterwards to have been had before him 
as Commissioner of the Sunderbuns; but the suit was not 
decided until November 1834, when the then Commissioner, 
Mr. Grant, gave judgment in favor of Government. 

His decision was grounded, partly upon Mr. Dampier’s map, 
partly on the absence of proof on the part of the Raja that 
the lands formed part of his settled estate ; and it seems to have 
treated the whole of Chaks Tildanga and Komarkola as 
“ newly-cultivated lands of the Sunderbuns jungle. » From 
this decision the sarbarakar appealed. A new trial was direct- 
ed. The case was then tried by Mr. Kemp, whose decision, 
on the 20th of September 1839, was to the effect that the 8,000 
bigas were lands belonging to Chaks Tildanga and Komar- 
kola, which formed part of the Raja’s zemindari of Pergunna 
Shahpsh, and that the Government had no right to assess them. 
This decision was, on the 19th of August 1842, confirmed on 
appeal by the Special Commissioner, Mr. D’Oyley, who, how- 
ever, intimated a doubt whether some portion of the land in 
question might not have been acquired from the Sunderbuns 
by gradual encroachment, and added to the settled Mauzas. 

The so-called 8,000 bigas appear to have been, according 
to the ordinary measurement, 12,000, and in the course of the 
argument, there was much discussion as to their precise locality. 
Mr. Field insisted that they were situated at the southern 
extremity of lot 224. But from the proceedings which will be 
next mentioned, and other evidence in the cause, their Lordships 
are satisfied that, of the 12,000 bigas, 6,476 form the whole 
or, part of the two before-mentioned yellow areas in the colored 
map, whicheare now admitted to represent the settled Mauzas 
of Tildanga and Komarkola, and that the remaining 6,524 
bigas were probably contiguous to them. 

From the proceedings at pages 49 = 61, their Lordships 
gather the following facts: 

Some time between 1849 and T Mr. Smith, a Deputy 
Collector deputed for that purpose, made a survey of lots’ 22% 
and 224, and a settlement of part of them. His instructions 
were to leave out the land which had been released by the deci- 
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P.C. -sion of Mr.. Kemp; to specify and défine the other land belong- 
a ing to the two lots on which the claim of- Government attached; 
Basa BARADA- ` 
_ zanr Ror „and to bring it under assessment. He seems to have satisfied 
Tam Gonore- himself that, within the admitted boundaries of Tildanga, there 
MONER Or FEB wore 3,193-12-3 bigas, and within -the admitted boundaries of 
Komarkola 3,282-7-2 bigas of land; and it is impossible to 
read the proceeding at pages 49 and 50, without coming tô the 
conclusion that these 6,476 bigas have ‘been exempted from the 
Government claim, and are now held by the appellant as part of 
Mauzas Tildanga and Komarkola within. his settled zemindari 
of Pergunna Shahosh. As to the remaining 5,524 bigas, there 
is considerable confusion. At page 49, it appears that Mr. Smith 
took.two parcels of land, aggregating that number of bigas, ` 
from lots 221 and 224, in order to make up the 12,000 bigas, 
the whole of which he could not find within what, according to 
-. ‘his view, were the boundaries of the zemindari. But from the 
` statement of his proceedings at page 31, it would seem that, after 
excepting and setting apart the 6,476 bigas, he found that lot 221 
consisted of 26,277-13-4 bigas, of which 14,679-16-12 were culti- 
vated, and 11,697-16-4 were jungle; and that lot 224 consisted of 
57,000 bigas, of which 14,119-12-4 were cultivated, and42,880-7-12 
were jungle; and that, after deducting the last mentioned quan- 
tity of jungle which he left unsettled, he made a settlement for 
lot 221, with Ramratna Roy and another, as the representatives 
of one Brajakishor Roy, and a settlement for the cultivated 
lands in lot 224 with one Nabakant Roy. These parties were 
in occupation of the lands in question under jungleboori pottas, 
which had been granted by the Court of Wards during the 
minority of the Raja on his behalf. 
The Raja appealed against these settlements, insisting that 
the lands so settled were part of kis settled zemindari Pergunna 
Shahosh. The Government threatened resumption proceedings, 
but gave the Raja the option of settling for the lands on favor- 
able terms. Those terms were ultimately accepted, a settlement 
was made with him for both lots 221 and 224, for 99 years, 
* ndhe signed by his mookhtear the usual ikrarnamas on the 
26th of November 1856. These are the instruments which the 
present suit is brought tosetaside. One term in the arrangement 
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was that iis should respect the ‘possession and rights of the r 
pottadars, in the proceedings called, gantidars, viz., Nabakant e _ 
' Roy and the representatives of Brajakishor Roy. XAT How 
From the above facts their Lordships have come to the conclu- Tre Coxons- 
sion that these settlements included the 5,524 Bigas, part of the DENUN 
12,000 bigas, which.had been released by Mr.-Kemy’s decision 
- from thé claims of Government, but that they did not include 
thé 6,476 bigas. 
This “settlement with the eee was complicated by the 
fact that settlements had previously been made with the ganti- 
dars as occupiers at less favorable rates; “and part of the 
arrangement contemplated was that the appellant should receive 
‘from them the revenue assessed on them, paying that for which 
he was liable under the dowls, and retaining the difference. The 
representatives of Brajakishor Roy afterwards resisted this 
arrangement, and in a suit between them and the appellant, the :. 
J udge held that he could not enforce his claim against them, and. 
made observations on the settlements, which probably led to the 
institution of the present suit. 
The result, however, of the last-mentioned litigation can have 
no effect on the determination of the present suit. The appel- 
lant is not secking to be relieved from the settlement, because it 
cannot be carried out as contemplated, nor does he sue for the 
verformance of any agreement that may have been made.. He 
seeks to avoid the settlement on the broad ground that the whole 
of the lands included in it are part of the settled zemindari of 
Pergunna Shehosh. The zilla Judge has held that this con- 
tention is well founded, and has decided in favor of the appel- 
lant. The High Court, proceeding entirely on the consideration 
that the appejlant is, by force of Regulation III. of 1828; bound 
by Mx. Dampiex’s demarcation of the boundary line of the Sunder- 
buns, has dismissed his suit. 
The first question which their Lordships will consider is, what 
is the effect upon the present suit of Regulation III. of 1828, 
section 13, and the demarcation thereunder of Mr. Dampier’s 
boundary line? i ce Vs 
The Regulation was passed, as the preamble declares, with the - 
double object of appointing special Commissioners, whose judg- 
6—A 
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P.C. ment should-be final in resumption suits, and of amending the 
~~ procedure furnished by Regulations“IT. of 1819, and IX. of 1825, 
Raza BARADA: 

Kant Hox in such suits ; and “ of. making provision for the immediate set- 
Tr Conos- tlement of the limits of the Sunderbuns as ascertained by carey 
“Suxpansons, ful local enquiry conducted by the Commissioner. specially 
appointed to the duty, and the surveyors under his authority.” 
The latter object is dealt with by the 13th’section. -/ 

The first clause of the section declares that “the uninhabited 
tract, known by the name of the Sunderbuns, has ever been, and 
still is, the property of the State, the same not having been alien- 
ated or assigned tô zemindars, or included in any way in the 
arrangements of the perpetual settlement.” It then, affirms the ` 
right of- Government to make grants and leases of any part of. 
the Sunderbuns, and to provide for the clearance and cultiva- 
tion of the tract; and provides that if any zemindar or other 
person owning and occupying or collecting the rent or revenue 
of cultivated land in the neighbourhood of the land so granted, 
shall bring a'suit to contest the validity of the grant, his suit 
shall be dismissed on proof that the land so granted is or was, 
when the grant was made, within the limit of the unoccupied 
jungle so named and described, And then it provides for com- 
pensation to persons who may have acquired certain rights in 
respect of gathering wax, cutting wood, or obtaining other jungle 
products. 

The second clause enacts that the boundary of the Sunder- 
buns jungle s shall be laid down by accurate survey, as deter- 
mined on the spot by the Commissioner of the Sunderbuns. It 
next- makes provision for enabling any zemindar or party 
interested to obtain a copy of the survey map, with the boundary 
marked thereon, together with a copy of the Commjgsioner’s pro- 
ceedings on the subject; and iféhen proceeds in these words :— 

« Any party deeming his right injured by the demarcation so 
“laid down, shall be at liberty, at any time within three months 
“from the date of the ©ommissioner’s proceeding fixing the same 
e (which proceeding shall,always he held and published on the 
‘£ spot), to contest the same by petition to a Special Commissioner 
- ander this Regulation, having local jurisdiction for the time being 
. «(orifno such jurisdiction exist, to the ordinary Courts of J ustice, 
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“by which the case is cognizable), } praying investigation ; further P. © 
*¢ provided that no plea of objection against the line of dumeren a 
“ tion laid down shall be heard or admitted, excepting only such “at Ror 
as shall *declare and offer proof that at the time of survey, a Te Comns- 
“ specific-quantity of land, or land with defined limits, was in the “g¢veacruna. 
“ occupation of ‘the: petitioner, cleared and under cultivation, 
“ which, by the line of demarcation adopted, is placed within 
“the Sunderbuns' tract belonging to Government. Every such 
“ application so made shall be regarded asa claim to hold the tract 
“ claimed free of the public assessment, and shall be investigated 
“ and decided under the rules of Regulation IL of 1819 as modi- 
“ fied by this Regulation.” 
The first thing that strikes the mind on reading these enact- 
ments is that as the, object of passing them was to make provi- 
sion for the immediate settlement of the limits of the Sunder- 
buns, gp that object could only be attained by fixing peremp- 
torily a period at which the demarcation of those limits should be 
final. The object would be defeated if any person could come 
in after that period pleading infancy or other ground for re-opening 
thé question of boundary since the geographical boundary line 
was necessarily to be one and the same for all the world. -An- 
other inference to be drawn from these provisions is that the line 
of demarcation so drawn was to be final and conclusive, at least 
in respect of all waste lands and uncleared junglé. The peti- 
tioner could not be heard to object to the line, unless he declared 
and offered proof that at the time of the survey he was in the 


. occupation of a definite quantity of land cleared and under cul- 


tivation within the line. Nor was this unreasonable. The- pre- 
sumption which might arise in other parts of India that jungle 
was within the limits of a settled zemindari, would not arise in: 
the case of a zemindari bounded*by the Sunderbuns. For that 
tract of land was advisedly excluded from the perpetual settle- 
ment; and, therefore, the presumption would be that the settle- 
ment in that locality was confined to the la®d then in cultivation. 
A person in occupation of cultivated land might, within three 
months, do two distinct things: he might pray for a further inves- * œ 
tigation, which might result in`a new demarcation of the bound- ' 
ary; and he might put forward his claim to hold the particular 
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lands free from publiè assessment, which would lead to a Jodisial 
investigation of his title. 
But as, the line defines the tract. called, the Sunderbuns, 


“Tan Comare- and the Sunderbuns are. declared to be extra the perpetual 


SIONER OF THE 


BUNDERBUNS. 


settlement, it is dificult to see how, after the line had, on the 
expirstion of the three months, become final, any ` party could 


` + be heard to say that éyen cultivated lands within it were 


- 
' 


part of his settled zemindari. Upon the whole, therefore, their 
Lordships are disposed to agree with the High Court, in the 
conclusion that the Regulation was a bar to the appellant’s 


` guit. The decision, with respect to the 12,000 bigas, does not 


b 


necessarily conflict with this view of the appellant’s rights ; and 
the judgment in this case will leave that decision and its practical 
effect untouched. That suit was pending before the Commissioner 
when he drew his boundary line; and the mere pendency of the 
suit took it out of the operation of the Act, so far at leas} as it 
was a claim to hold the lands free from further assessment. 
There was no application within the proper time for a rectification 
of the boundary line. 

Let it be assumed, however, for the sake of argument, that the 
Regulation is not an answer to this suit. Their Lordships would, 


“nevertheless, be of opinion that the appellant has failed to make 
. out his case, or to establish the second of the issues settled in the 


suit. 

He comes into Court under a very heavy burthen of proof. 
He comes to set aside settlements made with a full knowledge 
of the facts without fraud, and by way of compromise of a dis- 
puted right. The boundary line of Mr. Dampier has at least. 
aéttled the general outline of the Sunderbuns, and, shows that, 
if the appellants case be true, his zemindari musė have made a 
very extraordinary indentation ‘into that tract of country. The 
decision as to the 12,000 bigas is final as to them, but as to 
nothing more;.and even as to part of them the Special Com- 
missioner expressed # doubt whether they had not been gained 
by encroachment on the Sunderbuns. The appellant i is claim- 


e © ing’ not only cultivated land, but many thousand bigas of 


- jungle, in the face of the strong presumption that jungle in that 


. locality was not included in the settlement of his zemindari. 
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To these presumptions what evidence has he to oppose? Cer- P.G 
tain vague admissions of his title made by one Collector in 1805 Te rere 
and 1807, and by another Collector in 1812 (the latter only being Kant Roy 
in a suit), upon the application of a. third party for the potta Te Coons- 
of some lands, of which the précise position is not acci- ea eg 
rately determined, and which (if any) were at most but a very’ 
small part of the lands now in dispute. Besides these, there is - ` 
the jummabundi of 1826, which, at first sight, is a more impor- 
tant piece of evidence. But of that document it is to be observed `- 
that, even if it goes the length of supporting the appellant’s 
present case to its full extent (which, as regards lot 221, it hardly’ 
does), it was prepared by the Court of Wards in the interest of 
its minor ward; and that its value, as an admission by a Govern- 
ment officer, is destroyed by the fact that more than a year before 
the date (26th December 1826) which it bears, Government had 
commenced the suit for the resumption of the 12,000 bigas, 
which included even the lands now admitted to belong to the settled 
Mauzas. Their Lordships, therefore, think that the Zila Court 
was wrong in holding that the appellant had proved, as matter ` 
of fact, that the lands in question were part of his settled estate. 

Mr, Field has, however, contended that he is at least entitled 
to succeed as to the 5,524 bigas. Their Lordships, as they 
have before stated, believe them to be included in the settlement; 
and they consider that, rightly or wrongly, this parcel of land 
has been finally decided to be part of the settled zemindari. 

They conceive, however, that no decree can be made respecting 
it in this suit. The settlement in which it is included, was entered 
into with full knowledge that it was so included, and by way 
of compromise. It may be that its inclusion in the settlemént 
was part of the compromise, and a consideration for more favor- 
able terms of settlement. For’ these reasons, their. Lordships 
think that it is impossible to give in this suit any particular 
relief concerning it. Upon the whole, then, their’ Lordships have 
come to the conclusion that the decree eof the High Court dis- 
missing the appellant’s suit should be affirmed; and they will 
humbly recommend Her Majesty to dismiss this appeal` wite e 
costs. 
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P. 0.* SHAH MAKHANLAL AND OTHERS v. SRIKRISHNA. 
1869 SING AND OTHERS. ` 


Jany. 18. 
ON APPEAL- FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
` - - FORT WILLIAM IN BENGAL. f 
Mortgagor and Mortgagee—Interest— Regulation XV. of 1793—Accounts, 


The principle that a party cannot both approbate and reprobate the same trangac- 
tion, is applicable’to Indian cases. 

Where a mortgage deed stipulates for interest at 9 per cent., but other and colla- 
teral deeds, forming part of the same transaction, provide for further profits to th’ 
mortgagee, held, that the mortgagor cannot, unless there be a positive legal enact- 
ment to that effect, be heard to plead that the written engagement, though not 
extending to the whole profit stipulated, must be adhered to as against the mortgagee, 
though the mortgagor may go beyond it to show the full extent of the profit, and 
go to be relieved from the consequences of his actual contract. 

Interference with the rate of interest in India was a thing of positive law, and 
cannot be extended beyond the provisions of the Regulation (XV. of 1793), Section 
9 of the Regulation does not declare that where an attempt has been fhade to 
elude the usury laws, the contract is itself void, nor does it direct the return of the 
pledge without redemption. The mortgagee may retain his pledge until he has 
received out of it his debt with interest at 12 per cent., the maximum allowed by 
section 10 of the Regulation. 

In a suit for redemption, on the ground that the debt has been satisfied with 
interest, the onus is on the plaintiff. A mortgagee is not an assurer of the continua- 
tion of the same rate of profit as his mortgagor was able to raise. Hence an estimate 
of the rental preceding mortgngoi’s possession is not sufficient proof of the profits in 
his time. , 

The nature of the accounts which a mortgagor may call for from mortgagee, 

- explained. The mortgagee need not personally attest the accounts if he has no 
personal knowledge of them. š 

Presumptions against mortgagees for non-prođuctions of accounta must have 

' reasonable limits, and not be mere conjectures or based on inexact data. > 


Tux facts of this case are fully stated in thé judgment of 

their Lordships : r 
This is an appeal in a mortgage suit instituted more than 
twenty years ago. The original plaintiffs, the mortgagors, named. 
Sing, sued in the Court of the Sudder Ameen of Zilla Sarun, 
+ the represéntatives of the origitial mortgagees, named Lal, who 
were eminent bankers, having cootis in various parts of India, 
e and also one Ranikrishna, the gomasta of the ‘firm, to cancel on 
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redemption ,three several instruments, viz., the mortgage deed, 
lease, and agreement named in the plaint, and which will be more 
‘particularly described. “These instruments the’ plaintiffs alleged 
to constitute one mortgage security of the bankers, the Lal 
defendants. Al the defendants asserted, however, as to two of 
these instruments, viz., the lease and the agreement, a different 
title and interest, conferring a separate interest as distinct from 
‘the bankers, on their gomasta, the last defendant. The lease 
bore date the 16th May 1837; it was for twenty years, and 
reserved a rent of sicca rupees 24,858 annas 10, payable to the 
Sings by the gomasta. The mortgage deed bore date the 5th 
June in the same year, and pledged the same property also for 
twenty years to the bankers, to secure a loan of sicca rupees 
150,000 from them to the Sings. The interest reserved was 9 per 
cent. Ostensibly, the’ mortgagees were entitled to the rent alone, 
the surplus of which, after deducting- the Government revenue,: 
left a balance of rupees 13,500, exactly the sum calculable as 
interest on the loan at 9 percent. Ramkrishna granted, as appa- 
rently a subsidiary arrangement, sub-leases to certain Aathana- 
dars, nominees of the mortgagors, at rents aggregating sicca 
rupees 35,067, and the mortgagors guaranteed to him those 
receipts of rent. Ostensibly, therefore, the several instruments 
evidenced a mortgage transaction, providing only for interest 
alone from the usufruct, leaving the principal debt to be paid 
otherwise in full, and a beneficial lease in the gomasta yielding 
an annual profit of rupees 10,200. All the defendants insisted 
that the ostensible was also the real character of the instruments. 

The ikrarnama was executed by the mortgagors, the Sings, to 
the. ‘gomasta, on the 29th August, in the same year, as a security 
to cover certain losses incurred or anticipated ` from adverse 
-claims, for the due payments of {heir rents by the sub-lessees, the 
hathanadars, and for a future advance of sicca rupees 7,000 bear. 
ing an interest of 12 per cent. 

The plaintiffs sought also to recoverepossession, alleging the 
mortgagees, the Lal defendants, whom they treated as mortga- 
gees in possession, to be satisfied from the usufruct, and further « 
claimed as mesne profits a small alleged surplus from the same - 
source, 
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This claim, then, of the mortgagors to redeem before the twenty 
years were past, was denied-in respect of all that the lease 


ANTAL covered, which was the whole that the mortgage deed included. 


Saeareen 


Siva, 
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The suit further raised these questions: at what rate of interest, 
whether 9 per cent., or a higher rate, the plaintiffs were entitled 
at any time to redeem; whether the loan was at usurious inter- 
est; and whether the several instruments were a device or means 
within section 9, Regulation XV. of 1793, to conceal usury, and 
so evade the usury laws. 

The suit, therefore, involved issues of title, and not simply one 
of payment on an admitted title to redeem under a contract, 
raising no question as to the terms of redemption. 

The suit was heard in the Principal Sudder Ameen’s Court, 
which decided in the defendants’ favor on all the issues. From 


. that decision there was an appeal to the Sudder Dewanny Adaw- 


lut, which decided that the three instruments formed one mort- 
gage security, as alleged in the plaint, and were a device fo con- 
ceal usury; that the contract was usurious, but that as the plaint 
was for redemption, the mortgage was redeemable on payment of 
the principal and 9 per cent., the interest expressed to be payable 
in the mortgage deed; and the Court, reversing the finding, 
sent the case back to be tried in the Court below on the enquiries 
which it directed, and which were limited in effect to satisfaction 
of the mortgage at the date of suit. The cause was then trans- 
ferred from the Principal Sudder Ameen’s Court to that of the 
Zilla Judge, who, before he proceeded to try the questions sub- 
mitted to him, called for the accounts of the gross receipts and 
_ disbursements directed by.the Regulation XV. of 1793, section 2. 

_ The defendants, who subsequently renewed the dispute as to the 
unity of the title, declared themselves unable to give ‘the accounts 
demanded of them. The Judge then deputed an Ameen to 
take an account of, and report as to the receipts. The Ameen 
reported and found that the defendants were overpaid, to a much 
larger amount than the plaintiffs’ own case declared them to be. 

The Court rejected that report, went itself into the enquiry, 


. found the plaintiffs still indebted on the account, and dismissed 
. the suit. From that decision there was again an appeal to the 
Sudder Court, which reversed the decision, directed that the 


15 Ap» 


aw Reports, 
pril, 1869. 


VOL. i] CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. AT 


accounts should be produced, and further directed certain addi- P. ©. 
tional enquiries to be made, the precise character of which need — 22 
not here be stated. The cause was again heard after much pre- REANLAL 
liminary litigation as to the nature of the accounts required, and Snuigitena 
the proper mode of verifying them. 

The Court again decreed in favor of the defendants, declaring 
a considerable sum, exceeding rupees 60,000, to be still due; and 
on that ground dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit with costs, without 
any declaration as to title. From this decision the plaintiffs, 
and also the defendants, appealed to the Sudder, the defendants 
raising anew their contention as tothe rate of interest, that 12 
per cent. should be declared to be the due rate. The Sudder 
(Loon and STEER, JJ.,) decided the case in favor of the plaintiffs, ` 
and. decreed, on 22nd April 1861, their claim in full, except 
as to the wasilat, and from that last decision the a appeal 
is brought. 

The accounts received in the Court below were declared “by 
the Sudder Court not to be the proper accounts, and that Court 
considered itself entitled to presume from the non-production of 
the right accounts, that they, if produced, would show the mort- 
gage satisfied. The statement of the rental and the accounts 
annexed to the plaint formed the basis of the decision, the cor- 
rectness of which as to the amount of income in the time of the 
mortgagor’s possession they considered to be primd facie estab- 
lished. The accounts actually rendered were the banking books 
of the defendants’ banking firm, containing a statement of their 
receipts and the accounts of the gomasta of the bankers, who 
was in truth the person, as manager, best acquainted with the- 
transactions, and a. trustee, as it was found in effect; for the. 
mortgagees. , He was examined under a commission, and deposed 
to the correctness of the accounts which he gave in. The exis- 
tence of any other accounts did not appear. 

As the Regulation required the mortgagees to swear to the 
accounts, the Court considered the attestation by the gomasta 
insufficient. On this last appeal to the Sudder, the question of 
the rate of interest was again raised by the defendants in theirs © 
objection to the appeal; the Judges said they had already- 
decided the question, and again declared that they nbided 
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by their decision, thinking it correct. They expressed no 


—opinion whether they were excluded by their procedure from 
- reconsidering the matter ona new appeal to them. It is not at 


all material to the decision of this case to determine whether 
they could or could not have entered into that question im any 
way, had they thought their previous opinion on the pomt erro- 
neous. Their Lordships think that the question as to the interest 
is open on this appeal, though the plaintiffs might have appealed, 
‘and did not appeal from the interlocutory decree on the point. 
This point is governed and settled by the cases of Forbes v. 
Ameeroonissa Begum (1) and Maharaja Moheshur Sing v. The 


- Bengal Government (2). 


The first question to be determined by their Lordships is, 
whether tlie decision of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, that the 
interest must be calculated at 9 per cent. only, is-correct. It is 
clear that if the mortgagees had been suing the mortgagor on the 
mortgage deed for the debt, they could have recovered no higher : 
rate of interest than 9 per cent., the contract being in writing, 
and incapable of being varied by parol evidence; but this is 


_ by no means decisive of the question; for, supposing that the 


extra profits on the several engagements forming one mortgage 
security had amounted only in the whole to 3 per cent., making 
up 12 per cent. only in all, precisely the same consequence would 
have’ ensued ; the reserved interest would have been correctly 
viewed as constituting part only of the profit, and as such would 
have been all that the parties stipulated for as to that part of the 
transaction, but it would not have measured the stipulated return 
for the loan annually. The rules of evidence, and the law of 


` estoppel, forbid any addition to, or variation from, deeds or 
- written contracts. The law, however, furnishes excéptions to its 


own salutary protection ; one of* which is, when one party for the 
advancement of justice is permitted to remove the blind which 
hides the real transaction, ds for instance, In cases of fraud, 
illegality, and redemption, in such cases the maxim applies, that 
aman cannot: both affirm and disaffirm the same transaction, 
«show its true nature for his own relief, and insist on its apparent 


e 
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character to’ prejudice his adversary. “This: principle, so just and P. G 
reasonable in itself, and often expressed in the terms, that you -R 
cannot both approbate and reprobate the same transaction, has xuawia 
been applied by their Lordshipsin this Committee tothe consi- Saraenna 

deration of Indian appeals, as one applicable also in the Courts S 
of that country, which are to administer justice according to 
equity and good conscience. The maxim is founded not so 
much on any positive law as on the broad and universally 
applicable principles of justice. The case of Forbes v. Ameeroon- 
éssa Begum (1) furnishes one instance of this doctrine 
having been so applied, where it is said in the judgment of their 
Lordships :—“ The respondent cannot both repudiate the obliga- 
tions of the lease, and claim the benefft of it.” Unless, there- 
fore, some positive law has said that in cases similar to the 
present, the written engagement, though not extending to the ` 
whole profit stipulated, must be adhered to against the defendant, ` 

À though the plaintiff may go beyond it to show the full extent of 
the profit, and so to be relieved from the consequences ‘of his 
actual contract, their Lordships must hold that the bargain dis- 
closed should be performed so far as the law allows; in other 
words, that 12 per cent. was, in this instance, the interest. 

The decision of the Judges of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut 
on this point was founded not on any grounds of equity, but upon 
their construction of the law. They considered that they. were 
bound, by the termsof the 5th section of Regulation XV. of 1793, 
to give no more than the interest stipulated, and that 9 per cent. 
was that rate of interest, thus in reality begging the question in 
dispute.’ Their Lordships have, therefore, to consider the real 
meaning of the words used in that section, which meaning will be 
best ascertAined by an examination of other parte of that Regu- 
lation. In India, amongst the Hindus, the restriction ‘as to 
interest by their law was, that interest stopped whén it equalled 
the loan. The interference with the rate of interest is, therefore, 
a thing of positive law, and cannot he extended beyond the 
provisions of the Regulation. By the 2nd section of the Regula- 
tion in question, a minimum rate of interest, and that a high One, 
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much in excess of 12 per cent., was directed to be decreed; and 
by the third the maximum rate of interest was reduced to 12 per 
cent. in the case only of debts exceeding 100 sicca rupees. The 
rates prescribed by the Regulation in the several cases enumerat- 
ed were fixed rates, constituting both a maximum and minimum 
in the cases aforesaid, which were limited to contracts between, 
and prior to, named dates. Then, by the 4th section, in causes 
of action arising after the lst January 1793, the Courts were 
not to decree any interest on any sum whatever above the rate 
of 12 per cent. per annum. From that time this was the limit 
beyond which no claim to interest could be enforced in respect of 
contracts entered into after that date ; and it practically governed 
other cases where interest could be decreed, irrespective of ‘con- 
tract.. But inasmuch as -the words of the earlier sections stand- 
ing alone might seem to prescribe a rate of interest, irrespec- 


`~ tive of agreément, and so lead to misapprehension of the meaning 


- of the law, the framers of it, by the 5th section, declared further, 


that if a lower rate of interest than any of the rates authorized 
to be awarded shall have been stipulated between the parties, no 
higher rate of interest than the rate so stipulated is to be decreed. 
This plainly relates to the real agreement between the parties 
constituting an actual legal stipulation; for it constitutes a limi- 


‘tation of the 4th section, as well as of the others. It does not 


extend to the cases comprised within the 9th section, where a 
device or mean is used to disguise the real contract as to interest, 
for the provisions are inconsistent. The language of the 5th 
section would be violated by a construction of the word “stipu- 
lated,” which would confine it to “expressed.” Such a con- 
struction would be an extension of a penal enactment to a case 
not within its language and obvious objects, and that where 
another section did provide for tbe case before the Court. 

The 6th, 7th, and 9th sections apply in terms to remedies, to 
suits brought to enforce, not to suits brought for relief against a 


‘contract. To bring a cage within the 8th section, the excess must 


be: specified in the contract itself. The 9th section does not 
declare the contract itself void, nor direct any pledge to be re- 
turned, without redemption. The 10th section furnishes an argu- 
ment that such was not the design. But even if this did not 
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appear, a penal law, and especially one of so peculiar a character 
as that contained in the 9th section of this Regulation, is not one 
to be extended by construction. This section is`one in penam 
against the concealment of the usury; for the open violation of the 
Regulation entails, under section 8, only a forfeiture of interest. 
If the 9th section were so extended by construction as to 
invalidate the contract itself and make it, and the conveyance 
also obtained under it, null and void, then, inasmuch as there are 
no saving words, an innocent purchaser without notice from the 
mortgagee, by assignment of the pledge, would be unable to retain 
it, even for the just debt and legal interest. Their Lordships, 
therefore, think that the only section of the Regulation at all 
applicable to the present suit brought by a plaintiff to set aside his 
contract, and have restitution of the pledge on terms of redemption, 
is the 10th section. If any case were needed to enforce, so plain a 
rule (which, however, has been questioned) that of Eshen Chunder 
Singh v. Shama Churn Bhutto (1) emphatically points out, in 


the language of Lord Westbury, “the absolute necessity thatthe , 


determinations in a cause should be founded on a case either to 
be found in the pleadings, or involved in or consistent with the 
case thereby made.” The present suit is one for redemption, not 
for declaring a forfeiture, and must be decided according to the 
rules applicable to the former suit. If the transactién were 
simply void, and no estate at all passed, it is obvious that the 
remedy to recover the land would be a possessory suit against 
which limitation would run from the moment of entry. It can- 
not be treated as a voidable or redeemable estate between mort- 
gagor and mortgagee for one purpose, viz., to escape the limita- 
tion law, and as a void estate for another. If the estate in the 
lands created, by the lease can be determined before the expira- 
tion of the twenty years, that can®only be effected by coming to 
the Court for equitable relief, and submitting to the usual terms 


on which such relief is granted. What, then, are these terms? `. ` 


The Court will not, in the interests of justice, permit inconsis- 
tency and untruth of statement; will not permit a plaintiff ‘to 


say I promised to give the defendant 14 per cent. on his loan’to* e 


(1) 11 Moore, I. A, 7. 
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P.C me, and seek relief against him on that allegation; and permit 

—___—_— him also the next instant to ‘say the contract is expressed for 

Saan Ma- 
EMANDA nine per cent., and I will not tie my opponent down to that term, 

Senixienxa that lower rate must be deemed to have been stipulated, and so 

Sma. to form the measure of his right to interest, The reply to this 
will be, you have told us what the real bargain was, and on this 
statement you have made your application for relief, which you 
can obtain only on equitable grounds. Their Lordships find in 
the Regulations no positive law forbidding the application of 
these principles of justice to the case. 

3 The 10th section rather leads to a contrary conclusion, viz., that 
in a case circumstanced like the present, the mortgagee may 
retain his pledge until he has-received out of it his debt with 
interest at 12 per cent. At the time when this Regulation was 
passed, the receipt of profits in lieu of interest under a simple 
usufruct mortgage was common, as indeed appears by the, intro- 
ductory words of the clause. As to mortgages executed before 
the 28th March 1780, the usufiruct might be allowed even after 
the Regulation, in lieu of interest up to that date. Then after 
that date, that dividing point of time, and subsequently to it, 
the character of these mortgages suffered a change. The mòrt- 
gagee’s possession, instead of enduring by title for the stipulated 
time, was made liable to abridgment by satisfaction from the 
usufruct, and a claim to interest arose in some cases where it did 

‘not exist before. The perception of the profits in many cases 
did not constitute receipt of interest, but was in lieu of any. 
Then, as to all usufructuary mortgages to be made after the 
dividing time which was before the Regulation, it makes also pro- 
vision and subjects alike, all the enumerated mortgages to can- 
cellation and redemption whenever the principal sum “with the 
simple: interest due upon it,” ‘shall have been realized from the 

` usufruct of the property subsequent to the 28th day of March 
1780, or otherwise liquidated by the mortgagor. It appliesthen, 

to all alike, though the circumstances of them all were not origi- 

nally similar, subjects them to one provision, and imposes interest, 

e ¢in Some cases, where,there was no contract for it before. This 

- section having so provided, drops designedly the-words “ stipu- 
lated” and “ specified” which’ would have been inappropriate in 
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many of the cases, and uses, in more correct language, this ex- 
pression— the simple interest due upon it.” This simple interest 
would, of course, in all cases where no mterest was named, be 
12 per cent.; but where a higher rate was named against which 
the usufruct was to be a set-off, that is, a receipt “in lieu” of it, 
the reduced rate would be 12 per cent., and all interest alike 
would be “due” by force of the enactment even where interest 
did not exist before ; therefore, as this is the case of an usufruc~ 
tuary mortgage, by means of which a profit higher than the return 
of 12 per cent. was to be made, and as relief is sought, viz., to 
have the pledge restored as cancelled or redeemed by satisfaction 
of the usufruct, the clause which is most closely applicable to the 


claim is the 10th, the terms of which are large enough to embrace, - 


and were designed, in fact, to embrace, some cases where the 


law itself made the interest “due.” The Regulation, then, - 


rather geems to favour than prohibit the restoration of the pledge, 
on the Court terms, that is on reduced terms of interest imposed 
by the law. The real transaction appearing, and no prohibitory 


law intervening, the Court is left free to do justice in the parti- ' 


cular case, and if the spirit of the 10th section regulate the case, 
it will sanction a redemption at the higher rate, allowing the 
actual .contract so far as the law allows it. For the above 
reasons, their Lordships think the interest should have been 
calculated at the higher rate of 12 per cent. i 


This view of the case would suffice to show on the plaintif? ` 


own estimate that the decree appealed from cannot be maintained, 
since the allowance of 12 per cent. would, on that account, 
annexed to the plaint, show that the mortgage was not fully 
satisfied at the date of the institution of the suit. Their lord- 
ships, howevey, must proceed to consider the other objections 
urged to the decree, and to vigw the conduct of the parties 
through this long protracted litigation with a view to their deci- 
sion on the subject of costs. 

The suit was brought to establish theetitle to redeem, for 
cancellation of the instruments, for possession of the lands, and 
payment of a small estimated surplus. It lay on the plaintiffs 
to show that the mortgagees were paid in full, out of their 
receipts. It was not also a suit to make the mortgagees charge- 
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i able for non-receipts of profits, which they might have received 


with common care and attention. A mortgagee is not an assurer 
of the continuation of the same rate of profit which ‘his mort- 
gagor was able to raise. Much depends, in India, on personal 


' . qualitiés. The very change of management and possession may 


cause a falling off of receipts. Thérefore an estimate of a 

preceding rental does not suffice to show actual receipts, ‘yet it 
is on this fallacious estimate at the outset, that the calculation of 
the plaintiffs, which they annexed to their plaint, proceeds. 
Again, the plaintiffs make no deduction for those parts of the 
pledged property which turned out to be subject to prior charges, 


15 Ap 


and the calculation of interest proceeded also on. wrong basis. - 


Had these defects, apparent ori the face of the plaint, been duly 
dealt with at the inception of the case, this long litigation might 
have been, if not ended, limited at least at an earlier stage. It is, 
on the other hand, to be remembered that the plaintiffs claimed i in 
their suit to have the character of the mortgage itself ascertained 
and decreed. In this they have succeeded against a long, vain, 
and unfounded opposition, for the case of the defendants on this 


part of the case, when closely investigated, is found inconsistefit.. 


It is not credible that the bankers would take, for so, large a 


loan, a security which, on their present statement, has‘left them ~ 


always losers, even of some part of the interest. The pro- 
perty was in the neighbourhood; the gomasta was a man of 
business not likely to err so greatly in’ the valuation of the 
pledge: therefore to this part of the claim a groundless defence 
was made, which has failed, and the suit has established a very 
important right in the plaintiffs’ favor, though they have 


` proved to be wrong in their estimates of the receipts and the 


rate of interest. The conduct of the mortgagees in not giving 
in the accounts at an earlier stege may be ascribed to the nature 
of their defence, and in no greater degree exposes them, than 
that defence itself does, to suspicion. If they meant to‘insist 
on that right, of coue they would not have prepared and kept 
their account on an inconsistent principle. A great part, there- 
fore, of the obstruction on this subject must be ascribed to this, 


that they viewed the transaction in its actual, whilst their oppo- - 


nents and the Court viewed it in its legal, aspect. The ‘case 
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does not afford room for supposing that any extortionate interest '_ P. ©. 
was in view, though interest exceeding the legal rate’ has been 2803 
stipulated for. The mortgagees were bankers, traders probably, nee 
. realizing in their business a profit beyond the legal rate of gaxmema - 
_interest, and they may have meant no more than to realize a profit, ` Sia 
proportionate'to the risk, in the calculation of which the danger. 
of loss by litigation cannot be excluded. 
The judgment now, appealed from mainly proceeds on the non- 
production of the right accounts under Regulation XV. of 1793. 
Their Lordships incline to think that provision must, as regards 
this suit, be taken to be still in force and unrepealed by Act 
XXVIII. of 1855. Itis unnecessary to decide the point, as their 
Lordships think, that assuming it to be in full force, it has 
_received in the judgment under review too strict an interpreta- 
tion, Assuming it to be in force, what was the duty which it. 
. imposed‘on the appellants?. The duty to which they were bound 
by law, in the character ascribed to them by the decree, which 
was not questioned by the appellants on this point, was to keep 
an account of gross receipts from the property mortgaged, and | 
also the expenses of management and preservation. Some 
difficulties might attend a very rigid compliance with this 
Regulation. Their Lordships desire to enforce by everything 
which may fall from them on the subject, the duty as well as 
the policy and prudence of keeping as full, complete, and plain 
an account of the transactions attending the management and 
receipts of an estate mortgaged as the nature of the case will 
admit. It is obvious, however, that the language of the section 
which applies to the common case must receive a construction 
such as may suffice to accommodate its strict salutary provi- 
sions to the Variable and different natures of estates and posses- 
sion. The gross receipts must be such as the mortgagor himself, 
previous to the mortgage, would have been entitled to, and if he 
could not, by reason of an intervening lease, call for the account 
of the collections, neither can his mortgagee; and also, if at the 
time of the mortgage, a valid engagement, not designed to ex- 
clude accounting, is made by common consent, qualifying the + e 
- nature of the usuffuctuary possession, the account of the receipts - 
must be subject to that modification. The terms of the law are 
: 8—A 
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* ` . 


-P.C `. evidently not bisht terms ; and in like manner must be 
a rare construed the provision .as to the attestation of the truth of the 
RUANEAL, accounts, which provision must necessarily be:flexible like the 
Suxnisuna former, for the mortgagee is to verify only his gross receipts and 
BING, his expenditure, not the rents nor theextent of arrears, nor the 
causes of such arrears ; hei is not, ‘in fact, directed then to make 
out and verify such an account as might be established against 
him in a hostile suit, but only bis gross receipts and his expendi- 
‘ture. The common rule, gui facit per alium facit-per se, would __ 
yoo apply to him.- What is done by his agent is done by himself, ” 
sae and the accounts of the property managed by the agent, though 
prepared by the agent, are the principal’s accounts.” He, though 
by delegation, must deliver in.the accounts, and he must, in some 
mode, swear or depose that they are true and authentic, must 
it necessarily be by his own personal oath in all cases’? “How 
can he do that if he knows nothing at all about them? He may 
have no belief, and may even suspect them to be false ? for he 
` may suppose himself to have been deceived by his agent. Can 
the Legislature seriously be supposed to-have contemplated any- 
f thing so immoral as that a man should swear positively to know- 
ledge of that of which he has and can have no personal- know- 
ledge? If it be urged that he may swear to his knowledge and ` 
belief, still that rational permission is á modification and expansion 
of the terms of the law. -The words aré without any exception, 
and in ‘terms apply to women, infants, lunatics, persons out of 
the country, and others managing necessarily remote possessions 
by agents whom they must employ, and in whom they may confide. 
Can the Indian Legislature, which recognized gomastas by legis- 
lation, be supposed ignorant of their large authority and respon- 
‘sibility? And can it have resolved to make thil direction to 
‘take an oath imperatively obligatory on every mortgagee alike, 
in every conceivable case? Their Lordships think otherwise. 
They think that the language which, like other provisions of the 
earlier Regulations, is gurt, and applied to the more ĉommon cases, 
must, to preserve even the spirit of the enactment itself, be con- 
e - « Strued reasonably, as admitting, in case of necessity, of..some 
. delegation also in the person deputed to perform the duty. of 
attesting the accounts. If the general manager who,did all, and 
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v 
knows all, with whom the mortgagors, with that knowledge, com « P. C. 
tracted, whose name ia used, “whose accounts in one sense they _ 18095 
are, and who, far more than mere representatives, knowing nothing Ca 
of their own knowledge of the transactions, satisfies the. Spirit gexmenna 
of the law, swears ‘to the truth of them, it is such a reasonable- Bina. 
compliance with the spirit of the law, at least that its perform- 
ance, in a case, circumstanced’. like the present, by'a substitute, ` 
furnishes no ground ‘whatever for suspecting malpractice or 
designed evasion of the law, and with-that alone’ their. Lordships 
- tare concerned in this case, since the mere mode of the verifica- 
tion has no other importance in this case, than as it raises a case 
of suspicion against the accounts themselves. The “mere mode . 
of their verification under the circumstances of this case does 
not raise, in their Lordships’ minds, any distrust. The contents 
of the accounts themselves, however, furnish more ground for 
doubting their accuracy. They show the interest alone not 
covered by the receipts. The bankers and their gomasta were 
experienced men of business. The loan is large. The property 
was not likely to be monet to the lenders as to its general pro~- 
ductiveness. ` - 
No change of circumstances accounting for so great decline! is 
- disclosed, and the decision below of the Judge of the Zilla Court 
does not-justify the conclusion that the whole debt, and some 
arrears of interest, still remain unsatisfied. Some explanation 
of this may be afforded by the circumstance that the mortgagees. ` 
long insisted on a state of accountability very different from that 
adjudged; and there does appear to their Lordships reason for 
thinking the accounts rendered to be so far unsatisfactory as to 
have justified the Court had it directed a further enquiry; that 
is, supposing, the plaintiffs’ prospect of success in his present 
suit to havee béen such as might have been prejudiced 
by the omission to direct that further enquiry. 
Their Lordships, however, think that the Sudder Goar was» 
not justified in inferring from the omission je render satisfactory 
- accounts, under the circumstances of this casé, that the mortgage 
had. been- satisfied when the suit was commenced. Had the 
state “of the accounts, and the dealing | as to them, raised a case ` j 
of presumptive evidence of payment, still the conclusions from ` 
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the evidence, in this case, cannot be supported, for the calculation 
of the Court is not formed on a correct basis, either as to the 


KHANDAL ` interest or as to the property; it makes no deduction for losses, 
BRIKKIENNA which the evidence in the cause discloses, arising from the partial 


SNG, 


. 


t 


‘loss of the property pledged, and some litigation which ensued 
. thereon ; it excludes also the evidence which the suit and the 
enquiries and proceedings subsequently to the interlocutory’ 
decree afford, as does also the failure of the arrangement, 
through the instrumentality of the hathanadars, 'that the ‘collec+ 


„tions never really equalled the gross estimated’ rental. This 


evidence, so far as it reached, destroyed, pro tanto, the presump- 
tive evidence of the correctness of the estimated receipts. Pre- 
sumptions even in odium spoliatoris have known reasonable 
limits. They must not be conjectures, nor grounded on ‘data 
which the evidence itself shows to be inexact. Had this case 
been one in‘which the whole account between these parties could 
be taken, their Lordships would have remanded the,case for 
further hearing, or, had the plaintiffs’ own case disclosed a 
probability, even that_a further hearing could decide it in their 
favor, their Lordships, under its peculiar circumstances, would 
have been disposed to adopt the same course under some restric- ` 
tive direction ; but there is not the slightest ground for supposing, 
the income of the estate larger than the plaintiffs’ own calcula- 


ption; and even assuming that to be incapable of reduction, the 


allowance of 12 ‘per cent. involves the dismissal of his plaint. 
In general, the dismission of a suit should carry with it its conse- 
quence of liability for the costs, and this case is one brought’ 
against mortgagees. But, in the opinion of their Lordships, 
fhe present suit affords several substantial grounds for a depar- 
tare from that rule. The suit was brought, not simply for 
possession, on an allegation of gatisfaction from the *usufruct, but 
to establish the true relation between the mortgagors and mort- 
gagees, the true nature of the case, the disguised usury, and 
the disputed unity in, one mortgage title of the three several 
instruments before explained. So far it was successful, and it,. 
therefore, cannot be ascribed to a litigious, vexatous spirit; it- 


i has established points most important to the future true adjust- 
-ment of the mortgage accounts, and cannot be said to have- been: 
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unproductive of future benefit to all concerned. And in respect 
of the costs of the proceedings had in the Courts below subse- 
quently to the interlocutory decree of the 14th-of July 1842, 
their Lordships have to observe that those proceedings would 
have been unnecessary had the appellants then appealed against 
the Sudder Court’s decision as to the rate of interest, and 
further that the unsatisfactory result of the enquiries directed 
by that decree, and the failure of the Courts below to- ascertain 
by evidence the actual amount of the gross collections, are, in 
some measure, due to the unsatisfactory character of the accounts 
rendered by the appellants. 

The decree of the Judge of the Zilla Court simply dismisses 
the plaintiffs’ suit, which, in some important parts of it, had 
succeeded. That judgment, therefore, cannot be restored with- 
out alteration. Errors have been committed in this suit, in a 
nearly equal degree, by both litigants, Their Lordships think 
that the decree of the Sudder Court should be reversed, 
except so far as it reverses the decision of the Court below, and 
that it should be declared that the mortgage, lease, and agree- 
ment mentioned in the plaint, and there alleged by the plaintiffs 
to constitute one mortgage security, did constitute that one 
security; that the mortgagees were the Lal defendants, and the 
defendant, Ramkrishna, was only their agent, and had no interest 
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in the lease or agreement distinct from that of the mortgagees, -~ 


who are accountable, as mortgagees in possession, to the plain- 
tiffs in this suit for all moneys received by them in respect of 
the rents and profits of the mortgaged property by virtue of the 
said lease, That the three instruments were entered into with 
a view to evade the usury laws by a device or mean within thé 
meaning of the 9th section of Regulation XV. of 1793; and that 
the plaintiffs’ were and are entjtled to redeem at any time, 
though before the expiration of fhe twenty years’ term: created 
by the lease, on payment or satisfaction of all that may be due 
on the mortgage securities for principal money, interest and costs, 
such interest to be calculated at 12 per cent. ; but that, it appear- 


ing that the plaintiffs have failed to prove that the mortgage , 


debt, with interest and costs, had been satisfied at the time of the . 


institution of the suit, the said suit should be dismissed without 
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costs, and that the decree of the Court below of dismissal of the 
plaintiffs’ suit should be restored, so far-only as to include that 
order of dismissal with the- declaration and alteration above 


stated ; and that with a view to the due enforcement of the order 


of Her Majesty in Council, the High Court should be directed 


= to remand the Gause to the' Court below, and to order the decree 


of dismissal simply to be restored with the above declaration 
and alteration, And their Lordships will further advise Her 
Majesty that each party should pay their own costs of the appeal 
to the Sudder Court hereby partly reversed ; and that any costs 
of such last appeal as may have been decreed and paid, and 
which are inconsistent with such order of Her Majesty, should be 
refunded, or otherwise dealt with as justice may require. Their 
Lordships think that the appellants are entitled to the ordinary 
costs of this appeal; but they are of opinion that those costs 
ought not to have been swollen by the severance, in defence 
of the four persons representing the original mortgagees, and 
the presentation of two distinct appeals. They will drenk the 
Registrar to tax these costs accordingly. 


RANI SWARNAMAYI v. SHASHI MUKHI BARMANI 


AND OTHERS--EX PARTE KRISHNA NATH ROY. 
Appeal to the Privy Council—Rehearing. 


, There were four respondents in an appeal to the Privy Council. At the hearing, 
the appeal was allowed ex parte against all the respondents. One respondent after- 
wards petitioned for a rehearing, on the ground that neither he nor his agents had 
notice that the appeal had been entered, or fixed for hearing, until after it had been 
decided. 

. On enquiry it appeared that the petitioner had inaccurately described the suit to 
his agents as an appeal against himself only, without mentioning the names of the 
other respondents ; and the agents on being told at the Privy Coungil Ores; that no 
appeal so entitled was pending, had takem no further steps. 

Held, that there had been omission and neglect on the petitioner’s partand on the 
part of his agents, such as to prevent the Judicial Committes from recommending a 
rehearing of the case. 


Tars was a petition Presented to Her Majesty’s Privy Council 
by Krishna Nath Roy, one of the respondents in the appeal of 
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` Rani Swarnamayi v. Shashi Mukhi Barmani (1). Theix Lord- P. o. 


ships’ order on the petition was as follows :— aa 
This is a petition for the’ rehearing of an appeal from a Rant Swin- 


decree of the High Court of Judicature at Fort William in - g,” 


F Sussen 
Bengal, which was heard ex parte on the appearance of the , Mexm 


appellant alone, and in which their Lordships agreed to recom- Ee parta 
mend to Her Majesty that the appeal should be allowed, arid the Naru Roy 
decree of the Court below be reversed. 

The petitioner, one of the respondents in the appeal, prays for 
a rehearing, on the grounds that he had fully intended to appear 
in support of the decree, and had given instructions to his agents 
in England to enter an appearance for him, and take all necessary 
steps for maintaining the decree, but that neither he nor his ` 
agents had any notice that the appeal had been entered, nor 
were they sware of its having been fixed for hearing until after 
the hearing had taken place, and the report to be made to Her 
Majesty in Council had been agreed to. 

In support of the petition, the case of Rajunder Narain Rae 
v. Bijat Govind Sing (2) was relied upon to show that it is 

competent to their Lordships, even after a report to the King, 
and the confirmation of the report, to recommend that there shall 
be a rehearing. 

Such an unusual indulgence, however, ought never to be granted, 
except under very special circumstances, and only where- the 
ex parte hearing has not been occasioned by any default in the ` 
party applying for a rehearing. The case referred to was one. 
of this exceptional character. The hearing was ex parte upon 
the appearance of the respondent alone, and the Committee, 
adopting a form of order which had been used on previous occa- 
sions, affirmed the decree of the Court below, and dismissed the 
appeal with costs. Upon a petitiqn by the appellants praying to 
have the order for dismissing the appeal and affirmance of the 
judgment recalled, and for leave to prosecute their original peti- 
tion of appeal, their Lordships considered that a simple dismis- 
gal was to be regarded as the order which must have been in 
their contemplation, and that no more could have been intended , 
in substance, although the objectionable form importing affrmance , 

(1) Anté, 10. (2) 2 Moore, 181, 
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was followed. And upon the application for a rehearing, Lord 
Brougham, in delivering the opinion of the Committee, stated 
that the case for indulgence was a strong one, provided there was 


` power to grant the application. The parties were infants under 


the Court of Wards in Calcutta, and appeared by a public func- 
tionary, through thé appointment of that Court, as their 
guardian ad litem. This person neglected the case altogether, 
and not only did not provide funds for carrying it on, but 
absconded with funds in his hands which had been allowed for 
the expense of the suit, and he was not to be found when the 
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agent here desired to communicate with him, nor had he since i 


returned, Their Lordships, therefore, thought, “in the particular 
circumstances of the case,” His Majesty should be advised to 
amend the order, and to let in the appellants to be heard, not- 


withstanding the dismissal, that is to say, “ to restore the appeal,” 


but the conditions were imposed of payment of the respondent’s 
costs -occasioned by the default at the time of the% ex parte 
report, and also by the application for a rehearing. 


In the present:case, it cannot be truly alleged that the ex parte 


_ hearing took place without any default on the part of'the peti- 


tioner or his agents, 

The appeal ‘was from a decision of the High Court of Judica- 
ture at Fort William in Bengal, in favor of the defendant, in a 
suit in which Rani Swarnamayi was plaintiff, and Shashi Mukhi 


- Barmani, the petitioner, Krishnanath Roy, and several others 


` were defendants. 


In the certificate of the Registrar of the Court accompanying 
the transmission of the record, the only defendant named in 
the title of the appeal was Shashi Mukhi Barmani, without the 
addition of the words “and others,” but in the recdrd itself, the 
words “ and others” were added to the name of the defendant. 
The petitioner’s instructions to his agents probably named only 
himself as the respondent i in the appeal, because a letter dated 
23rd October 1867 was written byt hem to the Registrar of the 


Privy Council in these words. 


“Rani Swarnamayi, appellant, and Krishnanath Roy, respon- 
dent, ` in appeal from Bengal. 
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“We are instructed, on behalf of: the respondent, in the above 
appeal, and shall be obliged by your giving us notice when the 
transcript of proceedings arrives in this country, and by your 
entering an appearance in due time in our names on behalf of 
the respondent.” 

The agents made enquiries at the Council’Office on the day this 
letter was written, and also, subsequently, in the same month of 
October, whether the record in the appeal had arrived. As there 
was no appeal with the title named in the letter, they were of 


_ course answered in the negative. The misinformation as to the 


non-arrival of the proceedings in this country was owing to the 
inaccurate description of the appeal given by the petitioner to 
his agents. This inaccuracy is inexcusable, because he knew 
perfectly well that there were many other respondents besides 
himself, and that his name did not stand the first amongst the 
defendants in the title of the suit, AJl the ignorance-of the 
proceedings taken on the part of the appellant resulted from the 
petitioner having thus originally misled his agents in his instruc- 


tions to them. The agents themselves, too, are not wholly free- 
from blame. They should not have been satisfied with having , 


requested the Registrar to give them noticé of the arrival'of the 
proceedings which it was no part of the duty of his: office‘to do, 
but they should have examined for themselves at the Council 
Office, and having the name of the appellant accurately given, 
they would have ascertained that there was an appeal by her, 


+ 


and upon the production of the proceedings, they would have - 


found that to the name of the respondent there were added the 
words “ and others,” which would have led to a further examina- 
tion, and to the discovery that it was the appeal in which the 
petitioner, was interested, andin which they were instructed to 
appear for him. Under these cis¢umstances, to grant the indul- 
gence of a rehearing to the petitioner would be to give him the 
benefit of his own and his agents’ default. 

It is necessary to distinguish this case from that of Macleary 
y. Hill and others, which was heard by this Committee on the 
30th June 1868, and in which their Lordships intimated théir 
opinion that the decree appealed from ought to be varied and 


amended, and directed minutes of the proposed report to be 
9—A 


` 
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prepared by the Counsel for the appellant. This was accordingly 


— done, and on the 2nd July, the minutes were approved and 


adopted by their Lordships, and were afterwards, on the 7th 
July, submitted to Her Majesty for approval. Immediately 
after the order in Council had been made, the Registrar, in draw- 
ing the final order, discovered that the appellant’s solicitor had 


' omitted to take out and issue the usual process requiring four 


out of the five respondents to appear to the appeal, although 
he had issued the regular process against the fifth respondent. 
The Registrar reported this fact to their Lordships, and on the 
10th. July their Lordships reported to Her Majesty, that the 
order of the 7th July, ought to be revoked. The appeal then 
stood over for further directions, and the appellant was ordered 
to serve a personal notice of the appeal on di of the four 
respondents who had not appeared. 

The distinction ‘between that case and the present is that in 
Macleary v. Hill and others, the appellant had neglected to take 
an essential step in the appeal, and was, therefore, not entitled 
to set down the case ex parte as against the respondents. In the 
present case, although no appearance had been entered on 
behalf of the respondents or either of them, the appellant had 
done all he was required to do by the practice and rules of the 
Judicial Committee, and the omission and neglect is that of the 
petitioner, who now asks for a rehearing of the appeal. 

The petition must be dismissed with costs. 


` SRIMATI DASI anp orres v. RANI LALANMANI 


AND OTHERS. 


. 
ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUIMCATURE AT 
FORT WILMAM IN BENGAL. 


Fact—Pleas not taken Below. 


In a suit to recover poss@sion, the plaintiff alleging that the land in dispute from 
which he had been ousted, had been settled with him by Government in 1833 as pait 
of his zemindari, and the defendant alleging that the land was part of his lakhiraj 
garden land, which had been released by Government from assesament, the Courts 
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below found that the lands in dispute were part of those which had been settled 
with the plaintiff. On appeal to the Privy Council, the defendant attempted to 


P. C 
1869 


66 


show that, assuming the lands in question to have been part of those settled with cent Dasr 


the plaintif, that settlement had been improperly made. 


Raxr 


Held, that this contention was not open to the defendant upon the record, never - LALANMANI 


having beon taken in the Courts below. 


Tux plaintiffs, zemindars, sued in 1855 to recover possession of. 


56 bigas of chur land attached to their village of Ramkrishna- 
pur. They alleged that in 1833 a large alluvial accretion, in- 
cluding the land now in dispute, had been settled with them as 
zemindars, a part of the chur being at the same time released 
to one Srinath Mallick as attached to his lakhiraj garden. After 


some intermediate legal proceedings between plaintiff and the. 


Mullicks, the land in dispute was finally permanently settled with 
plaintiffs, but defendants had again, in 1854, dispossessed them. 
The defendants denied that plaintiffs had ever held possession of 
the land. They alleged that it was a part of the lakheraj garden 
belonging to Srinath Mullick, which, in 1841, was mortgaged to 
Matilal Seal, and after foreclosure sold by the Sheriff in Novem- 
ber 1852, when it was purchased by Srimati Dasi, defendant, 
who took possession in 1854. Defendant denied that the land was 
identical with that settled in 1846, with plaintiffs. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen of the 24-Pergunnas, and the 
High Court on appeal (BAyLey and E. JACKSON, JJ., 30th 
January 1864) found that the land in dispute was that settled 
with plaintiffs in 1846, and decreed the suit. 

The defendants appealed. to the Privy Council, and the follow- 
ing was their Lordships’ judgment :— 

The suit, out of which this appeal arises, was iisas by the 
respondents, or those whom they represent, to recover possession 
of the land ia question from the principal defendant, whose title to 
it is founded on a purchase of some property formerly belonging 
toa family of the name of Mullick, which was mortgaged to 
Matilal Seal, and sold under the decree of the Supreme Court. 

It is perfectly clear, and indeed it hag been fairly admitted 
at the Bar, that one principal question, if not the only question, 
tried in the Courts below, and on which both Courts have foynd 


in favor of the respondents, was whether the alluvial land, which : 


is the subject of the suit, had been the subject of certain revenue 


66 
BRC 
1869 
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proceedings under Regulation II. of 1819 for the resumption and 
assessment of some alluvial land, in which a final decision was 
passed in the year 1833; or whether, on the other hand, they 
wero part of certain lakhiraj lands forming part of the mortgag- 
ed property, and which, having been the subject of other resump- 
tion proceedings, had been decreed to be lakhiraj lands belonging 
to the Mullicks ? 

The principal question, therefore, which was tried, was a ques- 
tion of identity of parcels; and it is difficult to conceive a ques- 
tion which having been very carefully tried and determined on 
the banks of the Hooghly, is less proper to be re-tried on the banks 
of the Thames. That seems to have been the feeling of the 
learned counsel for the appellants, who have very candidly aban- 
doned any attempt to shake the concurrent judgments of the Courts 
below upon that*point. They have, however, raised a question 
whether, assuming the lands in question to have been properly 
found to have been part of those which were the subject” of the 
resumption proceedings in 1833, the respondents can be said to 
have established their title thereto, inasmuch as the settlement 
for the lands in question was improperly made by the Govern- 
ment with those whom the respondents represent, whereas that 
settlement ought to have been made with the Mullicks. 

The effect of the resumption proceedings in 1833 was this. 
The Government had claimed to resume and assess 117 bigas 
of land. Of those 117 bigas of land, it was found, that 46 bigas 
were, as contended by the Mullicks, who appeared on that pro- 
ceeding, lakhiraj land, part of their garden which had been 
washed away and re-formed, and they accordingly released those 
lands. The remainder of the 117 bigas, in round numbers 72 
bigas, were held to be subject to resumption and assessment of 
revenue; and it was directed that the revenue should be assessed 
upon them according to the regulations. 

That proceeding, it is admitted, was final as between all the 
parties to it. The ugual proceedings were. subsequently had. 
The revenue appears to have been assessed upon these lands in 


, the ordinary way. The appellants now contend, and it is sub- 


. stantially the only argument urged at their Lordships’ Bar, that 
those 72 bigas, and what ever land may have been added to 
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it by subsequent accretion, is to be treated as an accretion 
upon that 45 bigas of lakhiraj land, and as land for which the 
Government was bound to-settle with them, and with no other 
person. y 

A question has been raised by way of preliminary objection, 
whether such a case is open to them upon this record, and their 
Lordships having considered the pleadings, are clearly of opinion 
that itis not. The principal issue is, “ whether it is true that 
“the disputed land included in the permanently-settled chur, 
« Ramkrishnapur, belonging to the plaintiffs, was in their pos- 
“ session, and that they were dispossessed of the same by the 
* Seal defendant, or that the said land, as part and parcel of 
“ the garden belonging to Srinath Mullick, being, according 
“to the order of the Supreme Court, decreed and sold in 
“ auction, it was purchased by Srimati Dasi, and is in her 
c possession ?” 

Their” Lordships, construing that issue, as it stands, would 
certainly be disposed to hold that it assumes, that, whatever was 
included in the permanently-settled chur, Ramkrishnapur, did be- 
long to the plaintiffs, and that the question was whether the dispu- 
ted lands were within that permanently-settled chur, or whether it 
was to be treated as part and parcel of the garden which belongs 
to Srinath Mullick? But if there could be any reasonable doubt 
on the subject, their Lordships think that doubt is wholly removed, 
if the issue be construed and considered by the light of the princi- 
pal defendant’s answer. He says:— Specially, when Srinath 
< Mullick was alive, with reference to the 133 bigas, 2 katas of 
“ lakhiraj chur, appertaining to the said Ramkrishnapur, a suit for 
“resumption was instituted by Government, as plaintiff; and it 
“was at first decided in favor of Government in the Collectorate of 
“this zilla. Afterwards, on apppal by the deceased Mullick, the 
* claim of Government was dismissed, and his appeal was decreed 
c in the Court of the Special Commissioner. The disputed land 
“is comprised within that.” That asserts éhat the land in dis- 
pute was not included in the subject of the revenue proceed- 
ings in 1833, but was the subject of the other revenue proceed- 
ings which resulted in a decree in favor of the Mullicks, and 
affirming the land claimed by them to be lakhiraj. i 
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But then the meaning of the issue is made still clearer by 
paragraph 6:—‘ For the purpose of showing their rights, the 
“ plaintiffs have alluded to the decision, No. 101’ of the Special 
e Commissioner’s Court, and to that in No. 279 of this Court; 
“but those allusions are merely allusions.: In fact, there is 
“nothing said in those decisions that they are with reference 
“to the disputed lands.” Therefore there is, on the one hand, 
an affirmance that the land was the subject of other proceedings ; 
and, on the other hand, a denial that they were the subject of the 
proceedings of 1833. 


Their Lordships cannot but feel thatit would be most mischievous 
to permit parties who had had their case upon one view of it fairly 
tried, to come before this Board, and to seek to have the appeal 
determined upon grounds which have never been considered, or 
taken, or tried in the Court below. It is obvious that, if they had 
wished to make the case, which they now make, they would, by 
their answer, have put the case in the alternative, viz. that, as- 
suming the land in question to have been the subject of those pro- 
ceedings of 1833, the title which they now set up was a title under 
which they might fairly claim to hold. Whether that title could 
be substantiated, it is needless for their Lordships to consider, be- 
cause they are clearly of opinion that the question cannot be 
litigated upon this appeal, and therefore they abstain from doing’ 
so. They would only point out, that, considering what was done 
in the first suit in the Court of the 24-Pergunnas, considering 
the lapse of time since the settlement was made, and considering 
what the Revenue law, with respect to the claims of parties 
‘claiming to have a preferable right of settlement may be, it appears 
to them that the appellants would have very considerable difficulty 
in establishing their case. They do not feel that it would be right 
to make any special reservation „which would invite further litiga- 
tion by the raising of such a case. It might have-been raised in 


_ this suit, and has not been so. If having rested their defence on 


a false issue, they were precluded by the decrees of the Courts 
below from hereafter raising the case now made, their Lordships do 
not feel that it would be right to open the door to them. If they 
are not so precluded, the dismissal of this ee will not create 
a bar to. them. 
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Upon the whole, their Lordships feel that the only order P. c 
which they can advise Her Majesty to make upon this record, ‘88? __ 
is that the decrees of the High Court of Calcutta in the two PUAT Dasr 
appeals, Nos. 721 and 722 affirming the decree of the Principal ppp a 
Sudder Ameen of Zilla 24-Pergunnahs, be now affirmed, and , 
this appeal dismissed with costs. 


THOMAS ALEXANDER WISE v. JAGABANDHU P. 0.* 


1869 
BOSE. ; Feby. 23. 


ON APPEAL FROM THE LATE SUDDER COURT AT CALCUTTA. 
Reg. XV. of 1798, 48. 8 and 9— Usury. 


Reg. XV. of 1793, sections 8 and 9, forbids the maintenance of any suit 
arising out of an usurious transaction. 


‘iis suit was brought by the appellant, who was in the medical 
service of the East India Company, as personal representative of 
William Wise, late a Captain in the service of the East India 
Company, against the respondent Jagabandhu Bose, sued in his 
representative capacity also, to recover from the estate of 
Krishnakumar Bose, his father, then deceased, the balance of 
principal moneys due, and suing also to recover interest (at the 
legal rate of 12 per cent. per mensem) all secured and made pay- 
able under a bond for 20,000 rupees, signed and granted by 
Krishnakumar. The decision appealed from was passed by the 
Sudder Dewanny Adawlut on the 17th April 1862. The bond, 
which was the subject of the suit, was part of the same transaction, 
out of which the case of Wise v. Kishenkoomar Bous (1) arose. 
The facts arẹ there fully referred to :— 

The point chiefly pressed by thè appellant was, that the section 
9 of Regulation XV. of 1793 was no bar to a suit for the principal 
money; although interest above 12 per cent. per annum was for- _ 
bidden as usurious. ° 


* Present : Bie Jannes W. COLVILLE, LORD Justice SELWYN, Lorp Josrios 
QIEFFARD, AND Sit LAWRENCOÐ PERL. 


(1) 4 Moore, L A. 201, . mee 


70 


PBC 
1869 


Trrostas ALEX~ 


ANDER Wisg 


JIGARARDEU 
Bosz, 


CASES IN THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 
Their Lordships’ judgment was delivered by 


[B. L. B 


Lorp Justicr SeELwYN.—Their Lordships’ are unable to 
entertain any doubt upon this casé, either with respect to. the 
facts, or with respect to the law which is applicable to those facts, 

The facts are simple and plain. It is perfectly clear that the 
original lease was connected with the bond, and that that original 
lease was a beneficial lease. But the matter does not stop there, 
because, when you come to the under-lease, although it was subse- 
quent in point of date, it has reference back to the date of the 


original lease ; and if you look at the assignment from the servant . 


at the time when the servant ceased to be in the service of Mr. 
Patrick Wise, that assignment deals with the whole as one entire 
trangaction. Their Lordships, therefore, can come to no other 
conclusion than that the transaction was one, and that it was a 
transaction which was tainted with usury. 


Then, with respect to the argument that Captain Wis? had ; no 


knowledge of what took place, to all intents and purposes Mr. 
Patrick Wise was his agent. It is not alleged, and still less is it 
proved, that the native who lent his money was at all aware that 
there was any distinction between one part of the transaction and 
the other. In point of fact, Mr. Patrick Wise was acting for an 
undisclosed principal, the loan being a lending upon one transac- 
tion, which transaction was clearly usurious; therefore Captain 
Wise is in this position: either he must go against his agent and 
repudiate the transaction altogether; or if he does not repudiate 
the transaction, he must take it with all its consequences, i 
» That being so, brings us to the terms of the Regulation. There 
are two sections, the 8th and the 9th (1). The 8th section 
(1) Reg. XV. of 1793, sec. 8.—The Sec. 9.—Nor ‘to 


Courts are not to decree any interest est whatsoever in favor of the plaintiff, 
whatever in any case, where the bond in any case, when the cane, of action 


ree any litar 


or instrument given for the security 
and evidence of the debt shall have 
been granted on, or subseqeent to, the 
28th day of March 1780, and shall specify 
a higher rate of interest than is au- 
thorized by this Regulation to have been 


* given and received subsequent to that 


date. 


shall have arisen on or subséqnent to the 
28th day of March 1780, where a grenter 
interest than authorized by this Regula- 
tion shall have been received, or stipulated 
fo be received, if it be proved that any 
attempt’ has been made to elude the 
rules prescribed in it, by any deduction 
frém the loan, or by any devico or means 
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deals with the case in which the usurious interest is disclosed on ra 
the face of the instrument, and is different to the 9th section. ——————— 
THOMAS ALEX- 


There might be a very good réason for that. There might well axpge Wis 

be, where there was no fraud, and where the whole thing was Aenean 

disclosed, aright io recover the principal, whereas, in a case 

where there was fraud, that right might be taken away. The 

terms of the 9th section appear to their Lordships to be perfectly 

clear, because the’ Court is not “to decree any interest what- 

soever in favor of the plaintiff, in any case where the cause of 

action shall have arisen on, or subsequent to, the 28th March 

1780, where a greater interest than is authorized by this Regula. 

tion shall have been received, or stipulated to be received, if it 

be proved that any attempt has been made to elude the rules 

prescribed in it by any deduction from the loan, or by-any device 

or means whatever;” and then there comes this: “nor to give 3 

any other judgment, but for the dismission of the suit,” and we 

cannot @nceive that that means anything but the dismission of 

the suit, so far as it has relation to that usurious contract, though, ay 

of course, it would be different if you had one count on one 

transaction, and another count upon another and a totally different 

transaction. In point of fact this matter, if not actually con- 

cluded by judgment, is virtually concluded by the expression 

of opinion in the former case, for at page 219 (1), we find 

this sentence :—“' If, therefore, in this case we were to pro- 

nounce a judgment whereby the principal should be recovered 

without interest, such a judgment would be in complete defiance 
* ofthat Regulation by which we are bound.” We have no- 

thing to do but to repeat these words in which we fully concur ; 

therefore, on both grounds, 1st, because the transaction was 

tisurious, and 2d, because of the terms of the Regulation, their 

Lordships wilt humbly advise Her Majesty that these appeals 

ought to be dismissed with costs, and the decree appealed from 

affirmed. ` = 


whatever, nor to give any other jadgment, Secs. 6, 78, 9, of this Regulation 

but for the dismissfon~of ‘thossnit with are repealed by Act XXVIII, of 1855, 

costa to bo paid by the plaintiff. sand the remainder of Regulation, by Agt 
VI, of 1868. 


* (1) 4 Moore, 219. 
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KACHEKALYANA RUNGAPPA KALAKKA TOLA 
UDIAR v. KACHIVIGAJAYA RUNGAPPA 
KALAKKA TOLA UDIAR. 


ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE 
oe AT MADRAS. 


Grounds for Decision—Issues. 

The reasons for their decisions must, in all cases, be recorded by the Judges of the 
High Courts in India. In a suit for maintenance, where the objection was taken 
on appeal to the Privy Council that no issues had been directed in the Courts below, 
held, that an order of the High Court, referring the matter to the: lower Court, for 
enguiry, “to ascertain the amount of maintenance which might appear to be justly 
and properly payable with reference to the means of the defendants and the other 
facts of the case, and to proceed to decisions in the manner indicated in section 351 
of the Civil Procedure Code,” was equivalent to a direction of issues, and rendered 
any further issues unnecessary. 3 


THEIR Lordships’ judgment in this case was as follows :— 
, Their Lordships have considered this case, and they must, in 
the first place, express their great regret that the record con- 


tains no statement of the grounds of the decision of the High 


Court, which is now under appeal. The Charter of the High 
Court of Judicature expressly requires that the reasons of its 
decisions should be recorded by the Judges, and transmitted for 
the information of this Court; and it is the subject of great 
regret, especially in a case which comes before their Lordships ez 
parte, that the grounds of the judgment appealed from should 
be wanting on the record. But in the absence of any such 
information, their Lordships must deal with the case as it appears 
on the record in this present suit. 

The first objection which is, taken i is, that, in anid case, no issues 
were directed in the manner r which has been prescribed by the 
practice of the Courts in India. But the order of the 19th of 
December 1862, which directs that the matter shall be referred 
to ascertain the amount of maintenance which may appear to be 
justly and properly payable with reference to the means of the 
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defendant and the other facts of the case, and to proceed to P.a 
decision in the manner indicated in section 351 of the Code of 1869 


Dar 7 i i A z KACHEKA- 
Civil Procedure, inyalidates any such objection, because, that is rraxa Rux- 
GAPPA KALAK- 


_ in substance an order for enquiry, and an order for enquiry rais- xa Tora 


Uprar v, 


ing the very points upon which the- appellant has relied in the kionrvios- 
argument before this Court, for it is a direction to ascertain the 4474 Runear- 
amount of maintenance which may appear to be justly and pro- Tora Uprar, 
perly payable, with reference to the very pomt which it was : 
urged ought to have been taken into consideration, viz., the 
means of the defendant, in connection with the other facts of the 
case. It appears to their Lordships to be impossible to object to 
such an enquiry as that, upon the ground of its not being suff- 
cient. Itis, therefore, equivalent to issues, and rendered any 
further issues entirely unnecessary. The first ground of objec- 
tion, therefore, fails. 

We proceed, then, to the second ground, viz., that there was 
in this Mse an improper rejection of evidence. Now it appears 
to their Lordships, that, under an enquiry, such as that to which 
T have alluded, it was obviously competent to éither party. to 
produce evidence in. support of his case during the conduct of 
that enquiry ; and if evidence had been properly teridered on the 
part of the appellant, and had been improperly rejected by the 
Judge, such improper rejection of evidence would have constituted 
a valid ground for appeal. But we find that, im fact, there 
was an appeal from the decision of the J udge,-—a_ decision 
arrived at in the prosecution of that enquiry, and eleven 
grounds for the appeal from that judgment are stated. In 
considering these eleven grounds, we find, in the first place, 
that. the appellant raised the case that the plaintiff's case was 
barred by the Statute of limitation ; and, secondly, the plaintiff ' 
not having produced, nor given notice to the defendant to pro- 
duce the istemrari sunnud of the zemindar, no judgment could 
be passed as to the nature of the property. Now that appears 
to be again raising the same question which had been decided 
before, viz., as to whether this property was acquired property, 
or whether it had been inherited ? It appears to have been ori- 
ginally acquired by one zemindar, but it had descended to the 
then zemindar, and, therefore, it could not then be properly con- 
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P.C, sidered as acquired property. That had been already decided, 
Fa and that point, once before decided, seems to be intended to be, 
uyana Ron- raised again by the second ground of appeal. The third ground 


SEa TOLA "proceeds to raise the objection as to the plaintiff's mother being 


eee entitled to maintenance, and then the fourth is “the Civil 


Sara Raar * Judge’s estimate of the income of the zemindari is erroneous, 
Toan Upas. and even opposed to the plaintiff's own allegation.” ‘The fifth is, 
"6 The Civil Court has not correctly estimated the wants of the 
* plaintiff.” We need not go at length into the other grounds ; 
_ but it is to be observed that these grounds proceed mainly upon 
-an insufficiency of the evidence produced by the plaintiffs, and 
that they do not in the least degree point to any evidence having 
been’ tendered by the appellant, or having been improperly 
‘rejected by the Judge; and under these circumstances, even if 
_ the appellant had any such ground of appeal, if he did not think 
` fit to produce it before the Court, where such an appeal might 
Tegularly have been prosecuted, and where such a groui would 
have afforded a sufficient ground for such an appeal, in the 
` opinion of their Lordships it is not competent for him to maintain 
, itnow; and it appears to have been raised for the first time in 
the petition of the 6th of August 1864, No. 16, page 11, where 
it is said: * ‘Because your petitioner was OE permitted to prove 
what the net income of the zemindari was.’ Their Lordships, 
therefore, are of opinion that the second ane of complaint 
also- fails. 
Then it is said that the decision is erroneous, inasmuch as it 
‘is based upon an assumption that the income of the zemindari 
was Rs. 50,000, which is more than has been alleged in the 
` original plaint, which only claimed maintenance as against an 
income of Rs. 40,000, But, in the opinion of thgir Lordships 
this is a misconception of the terms of the fe ats The 
judgment appears to have proceeded upon this. The claimgnt 
alleges that the income of the zemindari is Rs. 40,000, but the 
Judge finds, that, upqn a former occasion, many years ago, it is 
true the appellant had admitted the income to be Rs. 50,000, 
.and that on a former occasion, also many years ago, in the yeaf 
1831, a sum of Rs. 250 per mensem, or Rs. 3,000 a year, had - 
been awarded to another brother of the zemindar for main- 
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tenance. The:Judge, proceeding upon that, says:—“ I find an P.O 
allegation of Rs. 40,000 .on the one side, an admission of Rs. EE ee 


50,000 on the other, and a former order allotting for main- Kaon Rux- 
tenance Rs. 3,0005 and, in the absence of any evidence to the E Kalas 
contrary, the fair inference to be drawn from these documents poAo 


is that Ra. 2,000 is a reasonable sum for maintenance, with the ee 
addition of a house.” Under the circumstances, their Lordships Tora Upuan 
are of opinion that it cannot with justice be said that the Judge 

has proceeded upon the foundation of the income being Rs.. 

60,000, and therefore in excess of the allegation made by the 

claimant. 

It remains only to notice the other point with respect to the 
residence. It may, we think, be fairly assumed that this question 
was taken into consideration by the Judge in fixing the amount 
of the maintenance. It was a matter for the discretion of the 
Judge, and a matter with which this -Board would be very 
reluctant to interfere, unless it could be shown that that Judge had 
miscarried in some very gross and striking manner. Now, in 
the opinion of their Lordships, there is no such miscarriage in 
this judgment, having regard to the documents which were proved, < 
and to the absence of any other evidence. It appears to their 
Lordships not to be unreasonable to award, the sum _which has 
been awardedeby the Judge, with the addition of the residence, 
and therefore their Lordships will feel it their duty humbly to 
advise Her Majesty that this decree should be affirmed, and the 
appeal dismissed. 


RAJA ENAYET HOSSEIN v. GIRIDHARI LAL, 


AND 
P.C* 
THE Ss a v. SAMIR CHAND AND OTHERS. i880 
Š Feby. 22. 


ON APPEALS FROM THE HIGH GOURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
i FORT WILLIAM IN BENGAL. 


Limitation— Purchaser at Execution Sale. 


e 
One of four children-sct up a deed of gift and a will, in vitucof which he was, 

in 1842, placed, by a summary proceeding of the Courts, in possession of the whole s 

estate. loft by his deceased fathor. The rights and interests of two other children i ° 
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P.C were, subsequently, sold in execution of a decreo for debt, and purchased by the pre- * 

1869 sent plaintiffs. A fourth child instituted a suit agninst the firsts mentioned one, to . 
Raga ENAYET get aside the deed of gift and will, the result of which was that, in 1855, the will, 
Hoes which affected two-thirds of tho estato, was set aside as having been .-mado without 
Grrpuanr due consent of heirs, the consent alleged in the will being held to be no consent. 
AND The plaintiffs now sued toget possession of the shares of the two children whose 
THE = AMZ rights and interests they had bought. Held, reversing the decision of the High 
BANIR Ouarn. Court, that the plaintiffs, as purchasers at an execution sale, were in no better position 
than claimants under any other conveyance or assignment, and their cause of action 

arising in 1842, they wore barred by limitation. 


Tar father of Raja Enayet Hossein died and left a large 
property, which was taken possession of by the Raja, to the 
exclusion of his brothers and sisters, on the ground of a deed of 
gift and a disposition by will in his favor. His rights were 
disputed by a summary proceeding in 1842, and he was put in 
possession. 

_ Subsequently, the creditors of a sister, and of a brother, of the 
Raja, sold the rights and interests of those persons in the family 
property, and the plaintiffs ‘in the present suits bought these 
rights and interests from the purchasers at that sale. Meantime, 
the heirs of another brother sued the Raja to set aside the 
deed of gift and will. The Courts, in 1855, upheld the 
deed of gift which covered one-third of the property, but 
set aside the will: which dealt with two-thirds, of the estate, 
on the ground, that the consent of other heirs to it had not 
been given, as alleged. In consequence of this result, the pre- 
sent plaintiffs sued for the shares of the brother and sister, under 
whom they claim. The defendant Raja, pleaded limitation, more 
than 12 years having passed since the summary adjudication of 
1842, The plaintiffsin reply urged, that they had had no means 
of knowing that the consent of the other heirs to thegvill put forward 
by the Raja was not areal consent; that they hdd been kept out 
by fraud, and were entitled to count time from the decision of 
1856, exposing the facts. 

The High Court,pn 13th April 1863 (BAYLEY and CAMPBELL 
JJ.,) held, that although the original members of the family, 

e « ‘or persons claiming through them, had the means of knowing the 

facts, and would therefore count time from 1842, the plaintiffs 
being purchasers at a sale in execution, and necessarily ignorant 
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of the family transactions, were justified in waiting the result of P. © 
the suit brought by a member of the family and decided in 1855, ae 
and were not barred by limitation. ‘ “Tossmix 
* v. 
Raja Enayet Hossein then appealed to Her Majesty in Council. i aja 


AND 


Their Lordships’ judgment was as follows :— TOR SAME 


This is an appeal from the decision of the High Court, which has Sae Crann 
reversed the decision of the Court below, and has, in substance, 
held that the Statute of Limitations does not apply to this case. 

It appears that the property in question is claimed under a 
deed of gift, which applies to one-third of it, and under a will, 
which applies to the remaining two-thirds. Very shortly after the 
death of the testator, which took place in the year 1841, and in 
consequence of disputes which had arisen in the family with res- 
pect to the validity of the deed of gift and the validity of the 
will, proceedings were instituted, which resulted in a decree not 
of a final character, but which was made in the presence of all 
the parties, on the 19th November 1842, and under which the 
eldest son of the testator was put in possession of the property, 
in which he has remained ever since. It would thus appear to be 
beyond doubt that the Statute, at all everits, commenced to run 
from the 19th November 1842, and it is, therefore, incumbent 
upon those who have taken these proceedings, under plaint filed 
on the 18th February 1859, to show some circumstances which 
would take the case out of the operation of the ordinary rule, much 
more than twelve years having elapsed between those two dates. 

Now the claim which is filed is not, as has been argued at the 
bar, a claim founded upon the notion of the person under whom 
the claimant claims being a cestui qui trust of the eldest 
son, under a deed or will; but it is a claim under an intestacy dis- 
tinctly allegingkhe Mohammedan law, and praying for the division 
of the estate of an-intestate under that Mohammedan law, andit . 
is a specific claim for the share to which the person under whom 
the plaintiff claimed, would have been entitlgd in the case of an 
intestacy. 

In answer to that, the Statute of Limitations is set up. It . .> 
appears, that the particular person, under whom the claimant, in 

' the first of the appeals now before us, derives his title,- although 
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he was an infant at the time when the suit of 1841 was insti- 
tuted, and when the petition, which has been referred to was 
filed by him in support of the deed of gift and of the will, 
became of age in the year 1842, and before the date of the decree, 
and he must be taken to have had full cognizance of all the 
facts and matters which were in dispute at and after that time. 


Although a second suit was instituted by other members of the 


family in the year 1852, it does not appear, that, in the subsequent — 
proceedings any new questions have been raised, or that any new 
facts have been elicited, or that any new discovery of any fraud 
has been made; and their Lordships are of opinion that there 
has not been in this case any such discovery of fraud as can be 
held to have postponed the operation of the Statute of Limitations. 

There is another point which appears to have been taken by 
the learned Judges of the High Court, and which seems to have 
been founded on the supposition that there was some distinction 
to be made in favor of a person claiming under an execution sale, 
as contra-distinguished from the representatives of any person 
claiming under an ordinary ‘assignment or conveyance. In 
the opinion of their Lordships, there is no foundation in prin- 
ciple or authority for any such distinction ; but the person who 
comes here as the plaintiff, and who is the respondent in this 
case, must stand in the same position as the son Bahadur, whose 
rights he bought, would have stood in if he had been the claimant, 
and as the daughter would have stood in with respect to the other 
share, if she had been the claimant, With respect to both of 
them, the daughter was of age at the time of the proceedings 
in 1842; the son Bahadur became of age in 1842; and they 
have had full notice of all the facts. Their Lordships have already 
said, that there has been no subsequent discoveryf of any fraud, 
nor indeed, as far as appears, any new matter whatever brought 
in issue between these parties beyond that which was raised in 
the proceedings in 1841 and 1842. The learned Counsel who 
argued the case, on she part of the respondent, has been unable to 
produce any authority in support of any such distinction as has 
been supposed to exist between a person standing in the position 
of a claimant under an execution sale and a claimant under any 
other conveyance or assignment. 
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It appears, therefore, to their Lordships, that, in this case, the P. 6° 


time must be taken to have begun to run, at all events, from the — $ _ 


date of the decree, on the 19th November 1842, and that there ea 


is nothing whatever to bring this case within any of the exceptions qmmonanr 

to the Statute of Limitations; and, consequently, that the deci- [4% 

sions of the Zilla Court were right, and that the High Court ought 7 $0" 

to have dismissed the appeal from that decision, with costs. Baxe CHAND, 
It is admitted, that the second appeal, now before their Lord- 

ships, raises precisely the same questions as the first, ` The order, 

therefore, which ‘their Lordships will humbly recommend Her 

Majesty to make, will be to reverse the decision of the High 

Court, and to declare that that Court ought to have dismissed 

the appeals before them with costs. We think that the costs 

of both these appeals should follow the result. 


RADHAJIBAN MUSTAFI v. TARAMANI DASI. p gs 


ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT Feby. 23. 
FORT WILLIAM IN BENGAL. 2 


Deed of Compromise—Service of Idol— Execution of Decree. 


Two brothers executed and filed a deed of compromise, dividing between them 
the family property, and a decree was passed in terms thereof. Under this decree, 
the elder was to hold possession of certain lands, the rents of which were to go to 
perform the worship of the family idol. The younger, however, kept the elder ont 
of possession of the lands, who therefére performed the worship at his own charges, 
and then took out execution for posseasion and mesne profits, in order to recoup his 
own expendjture on the family-idola. Tho younger also took out execution, and 
objected that his brother had not performed his trust as family shevait, so that he 
had been compajled to perform ceremonies at his own expense. His objection was 
overruled. Thaelder brother having died without executing his decree, his widow 
applied to execute it for the amount of #he mesne profits due under it. 

Held, ox the appeal of the younger in his own case, that the non-performance of 
ceremonies by his brother gave him no ground of complaint, unless he could show that 
such failure was not caused by any default on his par Held, in the other tase, that 
the widow was entitled to execute the decree for mesne profits of the idol lands, 
without showing that the ceremonies had been performed by her husband ont of 
his own private funda, i ° e 


`- * Present :—Sm James W. Corva, Lorn Jusrion Seuwrx, Lorp Jusrios 
GIFFARD, AND Sir Lawrexge PEEL, 
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RG RADHAJIBAN Musrari sued, in 1853, his elder brother, 


9 Sarbeswar Mustafi, and other members of his family, for a share 
TADAA man in his ancestral estates and accounts, &c., for the period of his 
Taratas Minority. A deed of compromise was ultimately filed, by which 
Dast the family property. was distributed, and a decree passed in terms 
of that deed binding both parties. By the fourth article of the 
deed, Sarbeswar, as the elder brother, remained in charge of the 
family idols, and was to hold possession of certain lands for the 
purpose of defraying expenses of worship, his co-sharers being 
responsible that the expenses were met therefrom. Of these 
lands, Sarbeswar was, however, deprived by Radhajiban, and 
he defrayed the expenses of the idol worship from his own 
funds, afterwards taking out execution of the decree against 
Radhajiban to recover the money so expended, which, under 
the deed of compromise, Radhajiban was bound to make good. 
Radhajiban alse took out execution of the decree on his part, 
alleging that Sarbeswar had not made over to him what he was 
entitled to, and objecting to Sarbeswar’s proceedings in execu- 
tion, on the ground, that he had not performed the joint cere- 
monies, but that he, Radhajiban, had performed them separately 
at his own expense. Radhajiban’s application was rejected in 

all the Courts. 
On the 30th August 1862, the High Court (Sterr and Mor- 
GAN, JJ.,) held, that Sarbeswar was entitled to execute the 
decree in the manner proposed; that the question of whether he 
had broken his trust in not carrying out the terms under which he 
was to keep possession of the idol lands did not form any ground 
for enquiry in a proceeding of this kind; and that. he was 
entitled to mesne profits of the lands of which he had been 
deprived. In 1863, Sarbeswar died, and his widow Ta#amani Dasi 
proceeded to realise in executiqgn the amount of meane profits, 
awarded under the above order. Radhajiban objected, that, as 
Sarbeswar had been a mere trustee for the family in regard to 
the idol lands, his widow not being his representative in regard 
to the matter of the said trust, could not claim mesne profits of 

e the lands. 

The High Court, on 27th July 1865 (Loon and GLOVER, JJ.,) 
held, that the order of 1862 had only determined the husband’s 


. 
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personal right to possession of the endowment and its usufruct, 
and that for the widow to recover, she must show that Sarbeswar’s 


private funds had been expended on the idol worship, which bad “an 


not been proved. On review, however, the Court held that there 
was evidence to show that Sarbeswar had expended his own 
funds, and it gave the widow a decree for the mesne profits of 
the idol lands. Radhajiban then appealed to the Privy Council 
against the order rejecting his application for execution, and 
against that decreeing mesne profits to the widow of Sarbeswar. 


Their’ Lordships’ judgment was as follows :— 


Their Lordships are of opinion that no ground has been laid 
for prolonging this unfortunate litigation by the allowance of 
these appeals. Itis unnecessary to state the earlier proceedings 
in the first cause. It seems sufficient to begin with the order of 
the 30th August 1862, which has been admitted to be final. By 
that drder it was held, that Sarbeswar had established his right 
to take out execution for the mesne profits claimed by him, as 
well as for the possession of the land included in the fourth 
article of the compromise; and that it was no bar to his execu- 

tion that it had been alleged that he had broken trust, inasmuch 
as he had not carried out the terms in accordance wih which it 
was agreed that he should hold possession. 

This order was neither the subject of appeal, nor in their 
Lordships’ opinion could have been successfully madeso. There 
is no ground, as it appears to them, for saying that the proof of 
the performance of the religious ceremonies was a condition 
precedent to the enforcement of the claim for the rents which 
the fourth article of the compromise gave to Sarbeswar. And 
‘without in g whether many of the points, which are now 
taken, might not have been raised in the litigation which led to 
the order in question, or are concluded by it, it is sufficient to 
state that its effect was, that, as between the two brothers, Sar- 
beswar was entitled to take out the execution which he claimed 
to take out, and that the respondent, if he had any claim by 
reason of the non-performance of the religious ceremonies, or 
any other breach of the agreement,’ was bound to prefer that 
claim in a regular suit. 
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In anticipation of that order; the younger brother (the appel- 
lant) had commenced the suit out of which the other appeal has 
arisen. It will be convenient to consider the nature of that suit, 
and the right of the party to have the decree that has been made 
in it reversed or altered, before we proceed to the subsequent 
proceedings in the original suit. 

The suit which was so instituted was not exactly such a suit 
as that suggested by the judgment of the 30th of August 1862. 
What the Judges of the High Court said was, that if the 
appellant, on the ground of any breach of agreement, claimed a 
right to dispossess the respondent, he might prefer that claim in 
a regular suit. But the suit really instituted was of the following 
nature. It was a suit in which the party alleged that, by reason 
of the non-performance by Sarbéswar of the duty which he had 


undertaken under the fourth article of the compromise, he, the 


plaintiff, had been compelled to perform certain religious cere- 
monies at his own cost, and that he had a right of action over 
against Sarbeswar for the moneys expended in the performance of 
those ceremonies. It was, therefore, essential, in such a suit, that 
he should show that he really had that right of action; that 
there not only had been the breach of duty alleged, but that by 
reason of it he was entitled to recover the damages which he had 
sustained. from his brother. And he had of ‘course to prove the 
amount of those damages. 

Now as to the proof of the ansiades, that failed altogether. 
He produced only one witness, who proved nothing; he called 
the defendant, who denied generally that the claim was well 
founded. Upon that, the Judge of first instance, made a decree 
against him, and dismissed the suit. 

The case was carried, by appeal, before the High Court, 
and they affirmed the decision, They remarked 6n the mis- 


‘ carriage of the Judge in refusing to allow the plaintiff to cross- 


examine the defendant, when called, and their Lordships fully 
concur in the propriety of that censure. Nevertheless, if the 
defendant had been cross-examined, all he could have proved 


„woujd have been so much of the plaintiffs case as rested on tho 


performance of the religious ceremonies, and by possibility, 
though that was not very probable, the cost to which the plain- 
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tiff had been put in the performance of them; but that, in their PG 
Lordships’ opinion, would not have made out that he had any — 1°) __ 
right of action. For the existence of that right of action you must Bie 
go back tothe original compromise, and in their Lordships’ opinion, TARGURI 
the plaintiff had wholly failed to prove that he had such arightof P^% 
action, because, upon the compròmise and the acts of the parties, 
the case stood thus:—The compromise gave certain lands and 
the rents of those lands to the elder brother, coupled, we may 
admit, with the performance of a trust, but a trust of that nature 
which is constantly vested in the managing or elder brother of a 
Hindu family, a trust which implies some considerable beneficial 
interest. If the non-performance of that trust, or the non-per- 
formance of those ceremonies, could, by any possibility, give 
such right of action to the appellant as that asserted in his suit, 
it surely was necessary for him to show that it was not by reason 
of any default on his part that the non-performance of the trust 
took place. 
Now, the undisputed facts of the case are, that the younger 
brother did not perform his part of the agreement; that he 
retained his share of the rents of the land; and that the elder 
brother was put to take out execution under the decree founded 
on the compromise, in order to get the funds which that compro- 
mise gave to him. 
Therefore, it seems to their Lordships that this suit, brought 
by the appellant, substantially failed upon the ground which is 
suggested by the Judges in the three last lines of their judg- 
ment of the 2ndof February 1864, viz., that there was no cause 
of action at all; and in these circumstances it would be unreason- 
able to send down that case for a new trial, because the Judge 
did not allow he cross-examination of a withess, whom, more- 
over, by reason’ of his subsequent, death, it is now impossible to 
examine. j 
These observations, therefore, dispose of the second appeal, and 
it is necessary to revert to the proceedings n the original suit. 
* Sarbeswar died pending the second suit, and without having taken 
out execution under the decree of the 30th of August 1862, * >œ 
His widow then applied to take out execution, and as she merely 


sought to take out execution for that which had been adjudged 
12—A 


i 
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to belong to her husband, and was, therefore, part of his estate, 
there seems no ground whatever for disputing her right, or 
imposing,upon her the obligation of proving something which 
Sarbeswar had not been called upon to prove. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen seems, therefore, in their Lord- 
ships’ opinion, to have taken a right view of the question. He 
overruled the objections to the execution, which had been repeat~ 
ed by the appellant. 

The case then went by appeal to the High Court, and two of 
the learned Judges of that Court then took the view which has just 
been alluded to as being, in their Lordships’ opinion, erroneous, 
saying that she could stand in her husband’s shoes; that it lay 
upon her to prove that Sarbeswar had actually expended his 
own moneys in performance of the ceremonies, and they, there- 
fore, in the first instance, overruled the order and judgment of 
the Principal Sudder Ameen. There was, then, an application 
for review before the same learned Judges; and upon their being 
referred to the decree in the other suit, and to some additional 
evidence, but principally to that decree in the other suit, they 
came to the conclusion that the widow must be taken to have estab- 
lished, chiefly, if not wholly, by that decree, that of which 
they have required proof from her, viz., that Sarbeswar had 
expended his own moneys in the performance of the cere- 
monies; that, therefore, their former order was wrong, and that 
the final order to be made was, that she should be entitled-to 
issue execution, in fact, to affirm the Principal Sudder Ameen’s- 
order. A subsequent order was made, declaring her entitled to 
interest on the amount for which the original execution had 
been sued out. 

Their Lordships are unable to assent to the refsoning of the 
learned Judges of the High Cqurt. They think, for the reasons 
which have. been given, that the original order, reversing the Prin- 
cipal Sudder Ameen’s order, was wrong; but if that order had 
been properly made,*they would have been unable to adopt the 
reasoning of the learned Judges, as to the effect of the-decree 
ih the suit of the appellant, which certainly does not prove that 
Sarbeswar expended his own moneys in the performance of 
ceremonies. The utmost which that decree can be taken to 
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prove is, that the appellant had failed to show that he had per- P.C 

' formed separdte ceremonies upon his own account, or that he — 
was entitled to recover the sum claimed in that suit in respect Mostar 
of these ceremonies. E Tananant 


The effect, however, of the final orders of the High Court P% 
is to give to the widow that to which their Lordships consider 
she is entitled; and, therefore, the order which they will humbly 
recommend Her Majesty to make is, that both these appeals be 
dismissed, and that the orders of the Courts below) which are 
the subjects of them, be affirmed. 

DEVAJI GAYAJI anD oruzrs v. GODABHAI een 
GODBHAI AND ANOTHER. March 1. 
ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
BOMBAY. 


Evidence—Undisturbed Possession, 


Held, on the evidence in the case, that defendants’ long possession was confirmatory 
of their title based on a mortgage bond of old date,’and a alia suit for posses- 
sion was rightly dismissed. 

THEIR Lordships’ judgment was as follows: 

Their Lordships having had very full opportunity of consi- 
dering the facts in this case, and the arguments which have been 
addressed to them, are now prepared to dispose of it. 

The matter has been conveniently divided into three stages. 
. The first litigation is that which commenced in the year 1836 with 
asuit by the present appellants, before the Assistant-Collector. 
That appears to have been a suit instituted by them for the recovery" 
of the villages in question. On that occasion, it appears that the 
defendants did not enter into any evidence, and, accordingly, upon 
the evidence which then existed, which was entirely on one side, 
in August 1838, a judgment was given by the Assistant-Collector 
in favour of the present appellanta. ‘ ; 

That judgment was appealed against to the District J idee: who 7 
remarided the case for re-trial before the Principal Sudder Ameen. , 
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The trial proceeded, and, in the course of this, which was the 
first litigation in which the respondents entered intô any evidence, 
the bond of the 24th February, 1792, was put forward by “the 


Gopasuar respondents in support of their case. By that bond, after mort- 


GopBHAL 


gaging the share in the village for the sum of money which is 
there mentioned, it is stipulated that the money shall. be paid 
with interest; and if the mortgagors do not pay it with interest 
within ten years, “the said villages shall become ‘aghat,’—an 
absolute transfer in your favour.” This bond was filed and depo- 
sited in Court on the 23rd January, 1841, and it has ever since 
remained there, With reference to the argument as to the evi- 
dence in support of this bond, and particularly with respect to 
the custody of the bond, it is, in their Lordships’ opinion, suffici- 
ent to state that the bond was produced in the usual manner by 
the persons who claimed title under the provisions of it, and who 
therefore were entitled to the possession of it; so that the bond 
must be held to have come from the proper custody. On the 14th 
July, 1841, evidence was given in support of that bond. The 
witness, No. 11, states that “the bond was written out by me. I do 
“not remember by whose hands the signatures were made.” He _ 
says, “ Ido not know whether I madethemor caused to make them. 
« The names of the persons who made the signatures are written in 
the said signatures. I do not know who attested the writing.” 
That suit proceeded until the 14th December 1841, when it 
was dismissed on the application of the plaintiffs, and on that 
occasion the razinama, upon which so much discussion has since 
arisen, was recorded as the foundation of that dismissal. Whe- 
ther the practice of the Indian Courts be exactly in accordance 
‘with the practice of our own Courts, by which a plaintiff may, 
up to a certain stage, dismiss his own suit upon, obtaining an 
order for its dismissal with costs, it is unnecessary to inquire; 
because we think it is quite sufficient to say that, on the face of 
these proceedings, it is apparent that the razinama was entered 
,upon ‘the record asethe ground for the withdrawal of the suit, 
At the same time, it is equally clear that it was stated express- 


+ «+ ly*upon the record itself that the defendants’ vakeel represented 


that they were not aware of the razinama, but, as the plaintiffs’ 
vakeel admitted the razinama, the Court removed the suit from 


. 
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the file, and ordered that the plaintiff should bear all the costs; in P. c. 
other words, the Court says the defendants do not in the least a 
degree admit any of the statements contained in the razinama, yee 
for they state they were not at all aware of the razinama; but Gopasmar 
as the plaintiff admits that he desires to withdraw his suit, and S°P#¥4" 
to pay the costs, with that precautionary recital in favour of the 
defendants, the justice of the case was obviously met by allowing 
the plaintiffs to withdraw their suit, and ordering them to pay 
the costs .of the suit thus withdrawn. But, at the same time, 
with reference to the questions of fact with which their Lordships 
have now to deal, itis very material to see what were the terms 
which, by this razinama, were alleged to have been entered into 
and agreed to by the parties. The razinama states, “the said 
“case is pending in this Court, but we plaintiffs and defendants 
“appointed arbitrators in regard to this case, and got the case 
“decided by the arbitrators as follows: that the defendants 

_ “should make over to the plaintiffs possession of the two villages 
“of Waodi and Tugdi, in Pergunna Gogo; that the plaintiffs 
“should pay to the defendants Rs. 7,150 of sicca currency ; that 
“until the payment of the said money, the defendants do enjoy, in 
* lieu of interest, half of the income of the villages, after deducting 
“the assessment, and the plaintiffs do enjoy the other half, and 
“ that the defendants being the descendants of Devaji Sutaji 
“ their shares in the villages be upheld.” Therefore, that is in 
plain terms a statement of an agreement of reference to arbitra- 
tion and a subsequent award, and that under that award the 
plaintiffs were to be put in possession of the whole; consequent- 
ly, that the plaintiffs being in possession were to bear the bur- 
dens incident to that position; that is, they were to pay the 
assessment, and that then the defendants, in lieu of interest, 
should enjoy half of the income of the villages after deducting 
the assessment. It is material also to observe that the evidence 
in the case certainly does not come up to anything like the per- 
formance during any period of time of that agreement or award, 
go stated in the razinama; but by that razinama, and by the con- 
sequent dismissal of the suit, the first litigation is put an end‘to, e . 

This brings us to the second litigation, which commenced in 

1850; and, although we have not the claim which was then filed, — 
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«the defendants forcibly took the said half-share into their posses- 
c“ sion, The other half-share has also been forcibly retained by 
“ them, although the debt due to them has been liquidated. We 
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“ therefore pray that the whole of the said two villages of gopssnar 
. GopsuAl. 


“ Waodi and Tugdi, together with the lands, trees, etc., may 
“ be awarded into our possession.” That suit proceeded; and in 
that suit the defendants again set up, as a defence, the bond of 
1792. The time for producing evidence was frequently enlarged; 
but on the 26th February, 1860, an order was made that the 
cause should be brought on on the 10th March, 1860. On that 
day the hearing of the cause was again postponed; and on the 
16th April, 1860, an application was made on the part of the 
appellants for leave to adduce evidence, the principal object ‘of 
such evidence being to show that the bond of 1792 was a for- 
gery. On the 19th April, 1860, that application was formally 
refused by the Judge, upon the ground that the parties had 
already had quite sufficient time for entering into evidence, 
and that it was then too late to ask the Court to allow further 
evidence to be gone into. He says,—‘ The application for 
“witnesses and papers now made ought to have been made 
* previously, but it has not been done so. Now at this stage, 
“that of giving judgment, this application cannot be admitted. 
“ It is therefore rejected, and recorded in the case.” It is 
material to observe upon that rejection, because, in the course 
of the argument before their. Lordships this application of the 
16th April 1860 has been repeatedly referred to as being a 
pending application, whereas it appears that there was a formal 
judgment refusing that application on the 19th April, 1860. 

Under these circumstances the matter came on to be heard 
before the Moonsiff, and he made his decree on the 19th April, 
1860, by whith, upon the evidence then before him, he dismissed 
the claim of the appellants with costa. That decision was 
appealed against, and the grounds of appeal do not mention the 
rejection of any evidence nor the impxoper dismissal of the 
application of the 16th April 1850. 

The matter came on to be heard by the district. Judge, on ‘the « 
10th December, 1861, and the decision of the Moonsiff was 
affirmed, and the appeal dismissed by the district Judge, on the 
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ground that the matter was res judicata, and accordingly he 
ordered tħe appellants to pay the costs of that appeal. 

From that decision there was an appeal to the High Court. 
The grounds of that appeal are set forth, and it appears that in 
neither of those grounds is there contained anything distinctly 
referring to the rejection of the evidence, or the dismissal of the 
application of the 16th April, 1860; but, the matter coming on 
to be heard before the High Court on the 5th October, 1863, 
that Court reversed the decision of the Judge, considering that 
he was in error in treating the matter as res judicata, and, accord- 
ingly, directed it to be submitted to a new trial. That date, the 
6th October 1863, it is very material to observe, because it is 
obvious that, as from that date, it was perfectly competent to 
either of the parties to make any application with respect 
to the introduction of fresh evidence, or to the adding to 
the evidence which had been given in the former suits, or 
as to producing the depositions of the witnesses which had 
been. taken in either of the former suits. Accordingly, we 
find that on the 4th April, 1864, an application was made 
by the respondents to be allowed to file a copy of the deposition 
of that particular witness to whom we have already alluded, 
viz., the witness who stated that he had written the bond in 
question. That application states that the witness appears to 
have been dead. That is a statement which does not appear to 
have been in the least degree disputed, and, in the judgment of 
their Lordships, there is no reason to suppose that the Court 
acted at all erroneously in allowing that deposition to be filed; 
but what is more material to the present inquiry is, that although 
there was this application on the part of respondent on the 4th 
April, 1864, there was no application whatever by the plaintiffs 
for the production of any of the evidence mentidned in their 
petition of the 16th April, 1860, nor any complaint made to the 
Judge as to the evidence having been shut out. Accordingly, 
the district Judge reheard the case, and, on the 4th April, 1864, 
he confirmed the Moonsiff’s decision, having arrived at the 
contlusion, first, that the bond in question was a true deed, and, 
secondly, that its validity was confirmed by the fact of long 
undisturbed possession in consistency with the terms of that 
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deed. Thus, upon those two questions of fact, viz., first, the 
validity of the bond, and, secondly, the long possession of the 
defendants, consistently with the provisions of the bond, there 
have been two decisions of the Courts in India, both arriving 
at the same conclusion. 

There was, however, an appeal to the High Court from that 
decision of the district Judge, and the grounds of that appeat 
state, amongst other things, that the evidence in support of the 
bond was not sufficient to establish it, but they do‘ not raise any 
distinct or separate grounds of appeal on the point now insisted 
on as to the rejection of the evidence mentioned in the petition of 
the 16th April, 1860. That appeal was dismissed by the High 
Court on the 25th J anuary, 1865, and the matter now comes 
before this committee. In their Lordships’ judgment, the whole 
case is now open before them, both as to the law and as to the 
facts, and the question which their Lordships have to consider is, 
whether it will be their duty, under the circumstances of this 
case, either to advise Her Majesty to make an immediate decree 
in favour of the plaintiffs, or to remand this matter to India for 
further trial, or to dismiss this appeal. 

As to the first alternative, that of making an immediate 
decree in favour of the plaintiffs, having regard to the pleadings 
and evidence in this case, it is difficult to see what immediate 
decree could now be justly made in their favour. i 

The plaint asks that the whole of the villages may be awarded 
into the plaintiffs’ possession, but the evidence on both sides 
clearly shows that the defendants have, and that they and their 
ancestors have always had, some share in the villages, though 
the extent of that share is disputed. The plaint also admits a 
borrowing by the ancestors of the plaintiffs from the ancestors 
of the defenddnts, and the award, upon which the plaintiffs rely, 
finds a sum of money due from the plaintiffs to the defendants, 
and gives a charge on one half of the income of the villages to 


secure the repayment of that sum. A dece in accordance with- 


the plaint is therefore inconsistent with the evidence on both 
sides, and it would be equally difficult to make a deoree irt the 
nature of a redemption decree in favour of the appellants, while 


they have not proved the existence of any mortgage, and while - 
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‘they assert that the only mortgage which has been put in 
evidence, that of 1792, is a forgery. 
"Tt remains to be considered whether it is right that this case 
‘ should be sent back to India for a further hearing. The litiga- 
tion between these parties and their ancestors has already existed 
since the year 1836; there have, as has been already said, been 
two decisions on matters of fact by the Courts in India. These 
decisions have been approved by- the High Court, and it has 
been the invariable practice of their Lordships sitting here to 
require a very strong case indeed to induce them to interfere 
with such decisions of the Courts in India upon mere questions 
of fact. It would require a very strong case to induce their 
Lordships to send such a matier, upon a mere question of fact, 
for further trial, especially when, in the opiniom of their Lord- 
ships, the appellants have had abundant opportunities of pro- 
ducing evidence, and when the material questions of fact are 
few and simple, being mainly, first, the question as to the validity 
of the bond of 1792, and, secondly, the question relating to the 
possession of the property in question. 

First, then, as to the bond. The bond has been insisted, upon 
by the defendants ever since they first entered into evidence; it 
has been recorded in, Court ever since the 23rd of January 
1841; it is supported by the evidence of the witness who swears 
that he wrote it, and whose evidence has not been impeached, 
except by an attempt which has been made to displace his 
evidence by a formal objection, which, in the opinion of their 
Lordships, is entitled to no weight, viz. that he was not proved to 
have been dead when this deposition was admitted. But this 
bond is also to some extent supported by the evidence brought 
forward by the appellants - themselves. There are several in- 
stances in which the substance of the bond is referfed to by their 
own witnesses. For instance, witness No. 51, who is one of the 
plaintiffs’ witnesses, says :—‘ In 1791 there was a famine. Ever 
“since that time Gétlabhai’s ancestors enjoyed the income of 
“the village on account of debts.” He there refers to the year 
before that in which the bond bears date, and refers to the possession 
of Godabhai’s ancestors of the income of the village on account of 

- debts, So, algo, another of the plaintiffs’ witnesses, No. -66, 
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says :— My father used to say that the Puchhegaum men, having 
* borrowed money from the ancestors of Godabhai, had given the 
* villages in aghat (mortgage). I do not know for how many 
“years Godabhai’s men held the management of the villages 
“under that right of mortgage.” Again, another of the plain- 
tiffs’ witnesses, No. 151, says :—“ Previous to 1813, Godabhai’s 
< ancestors used to receive, out of these villages, an income for 
“about 20 years on account of debt.” He refers there to 20 
years before 1813, which would bring us to the years 1793, being 
one year after the date of the bond and agreeing very nearly 
with the evidence of the other witness, which brings the date to 
one year before the date of the bond. 

But if it could be shown that the possession of the property 
has been inconsistent with the title created by this bond, or if it 
could be shown that an agreement had been entered into by the 
respondents of such a nature that it could only be accounted 
for by their belief in the invalidity of the bond; if either of 
those positions could be established on behalf of the appellants, 
no doubt very great suspicion would be cast on the validity of 
the bond. But, in their Lordships’ opinion, no such agreement 
is proved to have been entered into or to have been acted upon; 
and there is a decree, which has not been appealed from, which 
has decided that there was no award binding on the merponGents 


- or affecting their interests. 


It remains, therefore, only to consider whether the possession 
of the property has been inconsistent with the title created by 
the bond, and this is the second of the two questions of fact. 
The appellants mainly rely upon the allegation that there was 
a joint possession from 1842 to, as it is stated in the plaint, 1852, 
1853, or, as it has been put in the argument, down to 1852, 1853, 
or 1854. It*is material again to observe that the razinama, 
which is in December, 1841, states that the award directed that 
possession should be given to the plaintiffs. That razinama 
is dated 6th December, 1841, and it states ¢hat possession is to be 


‘delivered to the plaintiffs, but that, after deducting the assess 


ment, the defendants ate to enjoy, in lieu of interest, one half + 


of the income. Now, with respect to the numerous witnesses 
who have been called in support of the case of, the plaintiffs, the 
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objections have been justly made that none of them reside in 
the villages in question, and that many of them state what 
appears to their Lordships to be altogether inconsistent with the 
real -truth of this case. They state not only joint possession 
before the alleged: joint possession commencing in 1842, which is 
that which is now relied upon mainly in the argument and stated 
in the plaint, but also a payment, either by the ancestors of the 
appellants or by the appellants themselves, of the Government 
assessment before the year 1842. We may refer to a few pass- 
ages in the evidence of the plaintiffs in which that statement 
is made. The witness, No. 69, says that, “from before 1813 
“to before 1832 the management of the said two villages was 
“held by Godabhai’s men and the Puchhegaum men jointly, 


‘and, deducting the assessment, the balance of income was ` 


“divided between them both.” So, also, witness, No. 67, says, 
“Both the parties held the management previous to 1842;” 
and, another of the plaintiffs’ witnesses, No. 69, says, “ Before 
“ 1842 both the parties used to hold the managément of the 
* villages. Godabhai used to make collections of the reve- 
“nue, and then the Puchhegaum men used to come to the village 
“and draw money sufficient only to meet expenses, and they”— 
that is, the Puchhegaum men—“ used to pay the assessment.” 
The witness, No. 70, another of the plaintiffs’ witnesses, says, 
“ Previous to 1842 the Puchhegaum men and Godabhai used to 
“hold the management of the village, and, after deducting the 
“ assessment and expenses, the balance was paid to Godabhai 
“on account of his debts.” Lastly, one of the plaintiffs’ 
witnesses, No. 53, says, “ Previously, from 1842 to 1854, the 
“ Puchhegaum men, Godabhai, and Sadabhai held the man- 
“ agement and enjoyed the income of the villages half and half. 
« I and my ancestors have beep servants of the’ Puchhegaum 
“men for five generations, and the management of the villages 
“was held through my brother and partly through me also. 
* The accounts of m@nagement have been produced before the 
“ Sarkir. All these accounts are in the handwriting of my 
“ brother. They were produced in the case then pending in 


“ the Gogo Moonsiff’s Court. Godabhai now pays the assessment - 


to Government.” 
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Now it appears to their Lordships that this statement, on the 
part of the plaintiffs’ witnesses, is inconsistent with the fact which 
in their judgment is clearly established, viz. that the name of 


GAYA 


Godabhai or his ancestor has always been entered in the Govern- Gopanuat 


ment books, and that he has always paid the Government assess- 
ment; and this fact, though it may not be evidence of title, is, 
in their Lordships’ opinion, very strong evidence of possession, 
The fact that Godabhai’s name has always been entered on the 
Government record is not only proved by many of the witnesses 
brought forward on the part of the defendant, but it is also 
proved by several of the plaintiffs’ witnesses. We will give 
only two instances of that: the witness, No. 59, says, “Ever 
“ gince the introduction of the British rule, the name of 
* Godabhai has been entered on the Government records,” 
And another of the plaintiffs’ witnesses, No. 65, says, “I 
* do not know what assessment is paid. Godabhai pays the 
“ assessment. He has been doing it from before my-birth.” It 
appears, therefore, in their Lordships’ judgment, that there is 
one fact which is clearly established in the evidence, that is that 
this payment throughout has been made by Godabhai:or his 
ancestor, and that his name and his name alone has been entered 
on the Government records; and the clear establishment of that 
fact and the attempt which has been made on the part of so many 
of the plaintiff’ witnesses to set up a story which is entirely 
inconsistent with that fact, in the judgment of their Lordships 
necessarily casts very considerable discredit upon the testimony 
of those witnesses of the plaintiffs. 

But in addition to this, an attempt has been made by means 
of certain accounts to show that in fact there was such a joint 
possession, We think to dispose of that, it is sufficient to 
say in the first place, that the accounts themselves, as they 
appear in the preliminary record, were brought forward for the 
purpose of showing that the appellant’s father and the other 
appellants have held the management of fhe two villages and 
have received the income and have paid half of it to the respon- 
dent Godabhai. Now, even if the accounts had shown any such 
thing as that, they would certainly have been open to very great 
suspicion, as being brought forward to establish a fact which is 
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entirely inconsistent, as we baye already shown, with‘ the rest of 
the evidence in the case; but in truth the second observation 
which may be made upon these accounts is sufficient to dispose 
of them, that is, that they are not proved to have been accounts 
in any degree binding upon the respondents, or made in such a 
way as that they can be treated as accounts with which the res- 
pondents are so connected as not to be able to be heard to dispute 
any fact alleged in these accounts. 

The nature of the claims which have been made by the appel- 
lants from time to time, and the sort of interference which has, 
in fact, been made by them with the.income derived from these 
Villages is, in their Lordships’ opinion, in fact, very succinctly 
stated in the report of the Mamledar. That report appears 
to their Lordships to bein accordance with the real facts 
of this case as disclosed by the evidence. It states among 


_ Other things that “ Ever since the introduction of the British 


“rule, 48. years ago, in this Mahal, the management has 


been held by Godabhai’s ancestors and Godabhai.” He also 


says, “ The papers relating to the collections of the revenue, 
© etc., and the revenue settlement did not show that the com- 
« plainants and others of Puchhegaum and the sharers held any 
“ management.” Now that, in their Lordships’ judgment, is en- 
tirely consistent with that which is the true result of the evidence ; 
and they are also of opinion that if it had been otherwise, it is 
evident ‘that the parties who say that they and their ancestors 
have had this possession, could have proved it distinctly and 
clearly, and that they have had many opportunities of proving 
it, but. they have not done so. The report proceeds to’ state 
that “ The complainants and others have filed a suit in the Civil 
“ Court in regard to the present matter, and no decision has as 
“ yet; been given, and the petitioner had, in the‘time of the late 
“«* Mamledar, presented a petition to the Collector to get his name 
* entered arid to obtain possession of the villages.” In the fifth 
„paragraph it states, « The complainants state that they are ready 
« to pay the money, but there is no lease in their name, nor was 
“the money ever paid in their name. The’ circumstances in 
“regard to this are stated in the first paragraph ; the complain- 
“ ant, with a view. to secure evidence for the civil suit, as it 
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“ appears, made the statements in the petition with the advice P.O 

& of those who are in league with him.” That confirms the = 

conclusion which has been before mentioned as being that of their ` es 

Lordships, viz., the conclusion that although there may have opasuar 

been on the part of the appellants, from time to time, attempts 9°24" 

to disturb the possession, still the possession has throughout been 

in Godabhai and in his ancestors, and consequently has been a 

possession in accordance with the title derived under the bond, 

The report also shows that which ihe document itself proves, 

viz. that on every occasion of litigation the appellants are found 

out of possession. Every plaint and every claim of theirs is a 

plaint and 4 claim asking for possession, and it is admitted tha? 

from 1852, 1853, if we take the date as stated in the plaint, or 

from 1852, 1853, and 1864, if we take the dates as stated in the 

argument, those being the dates when the alleged joint possession 

terminated, they have been out of possession until the year 1859, 

when the plaint, which commenced the present suit, was first 

filed. 
The conclusion, therefore, which their Lordships draw from’ , 

this evidence, is a conclusion in accordance with that to which 

the two Indian Courts have before arrived,—a conclusion upon 

questions of fact—but even if their Lordships had felt some 

doubt or hesitation, in accordance with that which has been the 

invariable practice of this Board, they would have hesitated 

long when, upon a mere doubt with respect to a question of fact, 

they were asked to reopen the litigation and to send this matter 

again for trial to India. But the conclusion to which, their 

Lordships have arrived being in accordance with that of the 

Indian Courts, their Lordships have no doubt or hesitation in 

humbly advising Her Majesty to put an end to this litigation, 

to affirm the décree of the High Court of Judicature at Bom- 

bay, and to dismiss this appeal with costs, 
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2 a MAHANT JAYRAM GIR v. RANI SHIURAJ KOER 
March 10. - AND OTHERS. 


> 


ON APPEAL FROM THE LATE SUDDER DEWANNY ADAWLUT 
AT ‘AGRA. 


Construction of a Bond—Composition Payment. 


The plaintiff, a creditor of the late Raja Chatpal Sing, accepted from the Col- 
lectorsin charge of the estate, a composition payment in adjustment of his claims. 
«Held, that he could not sue the Ranis or the infant son of the Raja, on a contract 
or bond for payment of the balance. 


The judgment of their Lordships’ was as follows :— 
In this case the plaint is brought against the Ranis, or the 


‘wives of the late Raja Chatpal Sing, and also against the 


minor son and heir of the said Raja, who is made a party to the 
suit. The plaint expressly states that the claim is founded or 
‘based upon the bond which is therein mentioned. We may, 
therefore, consider the case under two aspects :—first, as against 
the Ranis; and, secondly, as against the son or infant heir ‘of 
the Raja. i 2 
First, then, with respect to the claim as made against the 


_Ranis. The plaint states expressly that the debt was a debt 
- due from the Raja himself, consequently that it was not a debt 


due from the Ranis, but from the Raja himself. Therefore, 
the claim against the Ranis must be considered as in the nature 
of a claim against sureties. Now, the bond on the face of it is 
inconsistent with such a case. The bond, which is expressed to 
be made by the Ranis, begins by declaring that, the Raja 
having had monetary dealings with Gir, the benker, the pro- 
prietor of the firm which is there mentioned, “ we,” that is, the 
Ranis, “also entered into similar dealings with the firm of the 
“said Mahant; that the whole of the principal debt and interest, 
** consisting of certain unpaid items of previous dealings, and 
“the loan we took on the occasions of the marriage and the 
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“< Muklawa’ ceremony of the Bibi Sahiba having been balanced, . P. C. 
“the sum of Rs. 16,960-10-6 has been found due by us up to the : 
“present date; that we are at present unable to pay up the said Baar ea. 
“sum, in consequence of our estates being under the manage- Raw: Simonas 
“ment of the Government, along with those of the Raja, for the aoe 
“ liquidation of the debts of the bankers.” ‘This bond, therefore, . 
commences with stating that there had been transactions between 
the bankers and the Raja, and that the Ranis had similar dealings, 
drawing, therefore, a distinction between the dealings of the 
bankers with the Raja on the one hand, and dealings of the same 
bankers with the Ranis on the other hand. It also draws a 
distinction between the estates of the Ranis and the estate of 
the Raja. Therefore, it appears to their Lordships that, upon 
the construction of this bond, it cannot be successfully contended 
that, where the words “we” or “us” are used, those words must 
be considered as including the Ranis and the Raja, -because 
there is throughout the bond the distinction drawn between 
the dealings of the Raja and the dealings of Ranis, between the 
Ranis personally and the Raja, and between the estates the 
Ravis and the estate of the Raja. 
Then, treating it as a claim made against the Ranis in- the 
nature of a claim against sureties, the evidence does not show, . ` 
but, so far as it goes, tends to disprove that they were informed v’ 
of the circumstances attending the debt, which is alleged in the: >» 
plaint as being the Raja’s debt, or that they were informed of 
the transactions before the Collectors, which raised a question as ` ` 
to the continued existence of the alleged debt. All that the 
evidence shows is, that this bond was taken into the zenana, 
and was brought out again executed, or stated to have been 
executed by them. Under these circumstances their Lordships 
are of opinion that this claim, in the nature of a claim against 
sureties, cannot be established against the Ranis. 
It remains to consider the second question as to the liability 
of the infant heir, the son of the Raja. “Now the plaint is 
expressly based upon the bond; but there is no evidence of the 
¢ particular debt mentioned in the bond, which is a debt mentioned 
į as being owing from the Ranis. There is an account produced, 


but that account does not tally with the sum mentioned in the 
14—A 
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P.C, bond asbeing due; and it is clear that there was another account, 
1869 which is not produced or proved, and which might have disclosed 
aoe Gi “the fact of the payment made by the Collector. The only debt 
BRam Saruras Which is proved to have existed is that which was the subject of 
Köm. the adjustment before the ‘Collector. The Judge of the Zilla 
Court proceeded upon the footing of the fact of the adjustment 
before the Collector having been established in evidence ; and the 
memorandum of regular appeal does not dispute that such an 
adjustment had been proved, but virtually admits that some 
adjustment had taken place. The evidence of Mir Mukarim 
Ali proves that the debt in question was for the balance, after 
deducting the composition; and if his evidence is to be exclud- 
ed, or considered as untrustworthy, then there is no evidence to 

prove the debt alleged in the plaint. 

In the opinion of their Lordships, it is established by the 
whole of the evidence, including the documentary evidence in 
this case, that such an adjustment did take place; and that, by 
virtue of that adjustment, the appellant obtained and received 
payment of a sum of money from the Collector, who, in the 
exercise of a public duty, was de facto in possession of the 
Raja’s property for the benefit of his creditors, and that that 
sum was so obtained and received by the appellant, upon the 

` faith of the representation made by him to the Collector, that 
s his debt was satisfied, or that he would accept the sum that 
was then paid in satisfaction of the debt owing to him. We 
are of opinion that the appellant cannot be heard in a Court of 
Justice to contradict that representation, or to sue upon a debt 

or contract having such an origin. 

Their Lordships, therefore, think that the dearées i in question 
ought to be affirmed, and we shall humbly advisg Her Majesty 
to dismiss this appeal. É 
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CHOWDRY PADAM SING v. KOER UDAYA SING. = 0" 
ON APPEAL FROM THE LATE SUDDER DEWANNY ADAWLUT Zach 12. 
AT AGRA. 


Hindu Law.— Adoption by Widow. 


In an adoption made by a Hindu widow, under authority conferred upon her for 
that purpose by hor husband, the authority must be strictly proved, and, as the 
adoption is for the husband’s benefit, the child must be adopted to him, and not to 
tho widow alone, An adoption by the widow alone, would not, for purposes of 
Hindu law, give the adopted child, even after her death, any right to property 


inherited by her from her husband. 
Held, in the present case, that the evidence did not support the contention that the 


adopted son of the widow had been adopted to the husband. 


THEIR Lordships’ judgment was as follows :— 

This is an appeal from a decree of the late Sudder Dew- 
anny Adawlut at Agra, reversing a decree of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen of Zilla Meerut, made in favour of the appellant. 

The suit was instituted by Chowdry Mahur Sing, the father 
of the respondent (who died while the suit was pending), to 
recover possession from the appellant of the whole of the move- 

‘able and immoveable property formerly belonging to Chowdry 
Hem Sing, deceased, a cousin of the plaintiff, consisting of ° 
ancestral property and of property acquired and amassed’ by 
Chowdry Hem Sing and by his widow Khusal Koer, out of 
the proceeds of his ancestral estate. 

The suit was instituted after the death of the widow Khusal 
Koer, the plaintiffs claim being founded on his right of heirship 
to Hem Sing. It appears by the plaint and a genealogical 
table annexed to it, that there were other persons descended from 
the same common ancestor as the plaintif, who would hayé an 
equal right with him to a share in the succession of Hem Sing. 

` The plaintiff, in his plaint, assigns as reason for not including 
them among the defendants, that “ they had ‘hot possession of the - 
property in suit, and that if they thought they had any right or 
interest in the matter, they could proceed against the plaintiff at 
their option.” 

' * Present :—Lonp Crevusrorp, Sin Janes W. CoLviLE, anD Sin Josern NaPien. 
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ee : The plaint states that after the death of Khusal Koer the 
ST Managers of the estate presented a spurious will to the Collector, 
Pavan Sine setting forth the defendant as her adopted son, and by that means 
Koer Upava he contrived to get possession of the estate. And it alleges that 

Bwa the defendant is not the adopted son of the deceased widow 
Khusal Koer, and that she had no power to adopt a son as long 
as the plaintiff was alive. That the defendant does not belong to 
the family of which Khusal Koer and plaintiff are members, 
and that he is merely the foster son of Suhej Koer. That it is 
not true that Khusal Koer ever executed a will, and, had she 
done so, a will made on the point of death would not be legal. 

The defendant, by his answer to the plaint, states that the 
villages and properties claimed belonged to Hem Sing, the sole 
and absolute proprietor, though some of the properties were pur~ 
chased after his death by his widow Khusal Koer. That Hem 
Sing had no issue, and therefore he selected the defendant, who 
was of the same family and sect as himself, and was then but 
twelve months old and the youngest child of his parents, with 
their consent, to be his adopted son. That he received defendant 
into his arms and brought him up as his own son, and authorized 
his wife, in case the rites of adoption were not performed during 
his own lifetime, to perform them aftér his death, declaring that 

‘he had constituted defendant proprietor of his entire estate, as 
though defendant were his own son. That accordingly, when 
Hem Sing died, Khusal Koer carried out his injunctions, and 
performed the ceremony of adoption of the defendant. 

The defendant further states in his answer that the property 
left by Suhej Koer, aunt of Hem Sing, also came into his 
possession in consequence of his being Hem Sing’s adopted son. 
And that although being the rightful heir and successor to the 
estate, he did not need the support of a will, yet fhat as a matter 
of precaution, Khusal Koer executed a will in his favour. That 
he does not rest his title upon that will, but bases his claim as 

-lawful and absolute froprietor of the estate on his hereditary 
rights. r 

Issues were framed by the Zilla Court which were calculated . 
to raise various questions, but the Sudder Court, in their judg- ( 
ment upon appeal from the Zilla Court, after observing that the 
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issues were very badly drawn, said, “ the pleadings show that the z j Ps 

only point for determination was whether the widow, Khusal—[— 

Koer, adopted the defendant, Padam Sing, by desire of her Paray Sme 

husband, Hem Sing.” Korr Upara 
ety cae Sma. 

This single question appears to have been the one to which 
the greater part of the evidence in the suit was directed, and 
upon which alone the judgment in the Zilla Court, and also 
in the Sudder Court, proceeded. The Principal Sudder Ameen 
dismissed the plaintiff's claim with costs, being of opinion that ° 
it was clearly proved by the testimony of the defendant’s wit- ` 
nesses,—most of whom, he said, were respectable and trust- 
worthy persons,—that Hem Sing adopted the defendant, Padam 
Sing, when he was twelve months old, and gave authority 
to his wife, Khusal Koer, to complete the formal ceremony 
of adoption, and that it was further proved by the testimony , 
of the same witnesses that after Hem Sing’s death, Khusal 
Koer went through the ceremonies of ee in respect to the 
defendant. 

Upon appeal from this decree to the Sudder Court, that 
Court upon the documentary evidence in the cause, arrived 
at a conclusion directly opposed to that of the lower Court, 
considering that it entirely excluded the presumption of the 
truth of the defendant’s story, that the widow adopted him- 
at the end of 1836 by desire of her husband. They therefore 
held that the plaintiff was entitled to succeed to a share in 
the property in suit as one of the next of kin of Hem Sing, 
and decreed in favour of the appeal and of the plaintiffs’ claim, 
and reversed the decision of the lower Court with costs. The 
decree, which was drawn up in conformity with this judgment, 
embraced the whole of the property included in the plaint, 
although the Court held that the plaintiff was entitled only toa 
share in the succession as one of the next of kin of Hem Sing. 
The decree, therefore, cannot be maintained, and the evidence 
furnishes no materials to enable their Tinwishings to vary it 80 as 
to limit it to the share of the property to which the plaintiff has 

established a right. + It is possible, also, that some portion of the 
property claimed-may have belonged to Khusal Koer in her own 
right, and may have passed to the defendant by her will, the 
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P.C. validity of which, as to such property, the plaintiff can have no 
2 right to-question. 

Papam-Siaa But although the decree in favour of the respondent for the 
Komm Upaxa Whole of the property claimed by him cannot stand, yet as he 
Swe. would not be entitled even toa share in the succession to Hem 
Sing, if there were a valid adoption of the appellant, their Lord- 
ships have felt it their duty to determine that question (the most 
important if not the sole question dealt with by the Courts below), 

x in order to prevent further litigation repecting it. 

The question as to the adoption of the appellant is one entirely 
of fact. Thereis no doubt, and indeed it was fully admitted, 
that adoption might be made by a widow under an authority | 
conferred upon her for that purpose by her husband. Of course, 
such authority must be strictly proved, and as the adoption is 
for the husband’s benefit, so the child must be adopted to him 
and not to the widow alone. Nor would an adoption by the 

s | widow alone, for any purpose required by the Hindu law give to 
the adopted child, even after her death, any right to the property 
| inherited by her from her husband. In order, therefore, to 
| establish the validity of the adoption in this case it was necessary 
for the appellant to prove :— 

lst. The authority given by Hem Sing to his wife to make 
the adoption ; and f 

2nd. The actual adoption by Khusal Koer of the appellant as 
the son of Hem Sing. 

The appellant proved, by several witnesses to whom the 
Principal Sudder Ameen gave credit, but upon whom the Sudder 
Court placed no reliance, that the appellant was the younger son 
of Zalim Sing ; that Hem Sing asked, and obtained permission of 
Zalim Sing and his wife, to adopt the appellant ; that Hem Sing 
took away the appellant, then # child of twelve months old, and 
carried him to his house, and placing him on the lap of Khusal 
Koer, said, “ I have brought you this child to adopt as our son.” 
That a year after, Hem Sing said to Khusal Koer. “If I live long 
enough, I shall go through the ceremony of adopting the child 
myself; if not, I authorize you to perform the ceremonies of 
adoption as soon as he is five years old;” and that, Hem Sing 
died a year after giving thie authority. The witnesses: also 
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proved, that when the appellant had attained the age of five P.G 
years, Khusal Koer went through all the ceremonies of adop- z m 
tion which they minutely described. It does not appear by the Panax Sue 
evidence of any of the witnesses that Khusal Koer declared korr “Opava 
at the time that the ceremonies were performed for the purpose Su 
of the adoption of the appellant as the son of Hem Sing, in 
pursuance of the authority which he had given her. One of them, 
on the contrary, says that “ Khusal Koer adopted Padam Sing 

as her own son, at the request of Hem Sing.” 

If the adoption of the appellant as the son of Hem Sing 
had really been completed by Khusal Koer, his name ought 
to have been substituted for hers in the books of the Revenue 
Collector, as the property of Hem Sing would, by, the act of 
adoption, have been divested from Khusal Koer, and would 
have vested in the appellant as his son and heir. Some of the 
witnesses say, that after performing the ceremonies, Khusal 
Koer ordered her dewan to give notice of the adoption to the 
Collector. Either this order was never given, or it was not 
obeyed, for it does not appear that any change was made in the 
entry in the Collector’s books; and Hem Sing’s property con- 
tinued to be registered in Khusal Koer’s name down to the time 
of her death, which took place at least ten years after the appel- 
lant had attained his majority. But Khusal Koer caused herself 
to be entered in the books of the Qanoongoe or Record-keeper 
of the village of Koorja, as the guardian and protector of Padam 
Sing, the appellant. 

Now if this were intended as the record of the fact of an 
adoption which had divested the property of Hem Sing from 
his widow, and made her merely guardian of the minor adopted 
son, it seems extraordinary, after such a complete lawful adop- 

x tion, as the witnesses represent, that Khusal Koer did not take 
Rees ~-+-effectual mode of recording it, by pursuing the regular 
course of substituting the appellant’s name for her own in the 
Revenue Collector’s books. In the absencfof any such record, 
the instances of the occasional description of the appellant as the 
son of Hem Sing are of no value. The Principal Sudder Ameen ° 
laid great stress upon a supposed entry of the defendant’s name 
as under the guardianship of Khusal Koer in the Khewut for 
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P.C proprietary Register of 1256 Fusli, which he said would not 
—- have been made if the appellant were not the adopted son of 
Papaxt Sura Hem Sing. Upon turning, however, to the only Khewut 
Kozr “para printed in the proceedings of ‘ns date named, it will be seen that 

Swe there is no entry at all as to guardianship, but under a column 
headed “ Name of pattidar” the appellant is entered as “ Padam 
Sing, son of Hem Sing.” In a statement of mutation of nanres 
lumberdars and pattidars however, in which Padam Sing’s 
name is entered in the column of pattidars, but not aa the son 
of Hem Sing, there is the signature of Khusal Koer, with the 
addition of the words “guardian of Padam Sing;” and it is 
probable that the Principal Sudder Ameen mixed up the Khewut 
and this document together in his mind. It is the only one of 
similar documents in evidence which is signed by Khusal Koer, 
and there is nothing upon the face of it to show that it relates to 
Hem Sings’s property. 

The description of Padam Sing, as the son of Hem Sing, 
in the first power of attorney executed by him and Khusal 
Koer, is of little importance, as the parties were at liberty to 
describe themselves as they pleased in this private instrument ; 
and the same observation applies to the entry of Hem Sing’s 
name as the father of the appellant in the income-tax receipts, 
as most ofthe particulars inserted in the different columns could 
only be known to and filled in by the party by whom the tax was 
to be paid. The appellant, in support of the evidence of an 
adoption, relied upon a proceeding by Khusal Koer on the 
25th March, 1836, when she presented a petition at the office of 
the Deputy Collector of Revenue, describing herself as the 
widow of Hem Sing, and praying that the name of Padam Sing 
might be added to her own in the Zemindari registers of certain 
villages. The Sudder Cour} observed upon this proceeding 
“that the joint entry of the widow’s and Padam Sing’s names 
was in some respects inconsistent with the’ averment of his adop- 
tion, which would heye placed the two in the position of parent 
and child, or guardian and heir.” And, they added, “ We find 
that the application referred to property acquired by the widow 
after her husband’s (Hem Sing’s) death, and which is not in suit 
in the present case.” 
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There is some doubt as to the accuracy of the statement that ae S 

the village named in the petition of Khusal Koer are not in ———~—— 

Cnowpury 

suit in this case, as it was pointed out -in the course of the ar- Papa Siwa 
gument that most of them are included in the plaint. But there Korr “Daya 
still remains an objection to the use of this proceeding in proof . Re 
of the adoption of the appellant, which was slightly adverted to 

by the Court. It must have preceded the alleged ceremony of 
adoption. The appellant was twelve months old at the time 

of the commencement of the intended adoption. Hem Sing 
lived a year afterwards, and died on the 22nd October, 1834. 
The ceremonies of adoption are stated to have been performed 

by Khueal Koer when the appellant was of the age of five 
years, which, according to the dates, he could not have been on 

the 25th March, 1836, when the petition of Khusal Koer was 
presented, 

All the acts of Khusal Koer, with respect to Hem Sing’s 
property, appear to have been dictated by a desire to continue to 
be zemindar during her life, and to secure the succession to it 
after her death to the appellant. She may have attempted, at 
the same time to reconcile her continued possession with the 
alleged wishes of her husband in favour of the appellant. 

The documentary evidence produced on the part of the res- 
pondent tends much more strongly to throw suspicion upon the 
veracity or the accuracy of the witnesses who speak to the fact 
of the adoption by Khusal Koer, as it is wholly inconsistent 
with the idea of any such adoption having taken place. 

It must always be borne in mind-that Khusal Koer remained . 
the registered owner of Hem Sing’s property for the whole of 
her life. In additionto this circumstance, there are acts and 
declarations of Khusal Koer which cannot be reconciled with 
the fact of an ndoption of the appellant. Stress was laid by 
the Counsel for the respondent on a statement made by Khusal 
Koer in a suit instituted by her against Tara Sing, claiming 
the succession as heir to the whole of her Rusband’s property, 
that “ Hem Sing died without leaving any issue, male or female.” 

It was observed that this action, which was brought on the 23rd ° 

of March, 1836, was contemporaneous with the abovementioned 

petition of Khusal Koer to have the appellant’s name added 
15—A 
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= i to her own as the proprietor of certain: ‘villages, which was 
~_——— presented on the 25th of March, 1836. According to what has 
CUOWDIRY 
Panar gine been already remarked, this must have beer prior to the time at 
Kore Upava Which the alleged adoption took place, and therefore it was then 
> strictly true that Hem Sing had died without leaving issue. 
-. But yet it is extraordinary, if Khusal Koer had any intention 
of carrying out her husband’s wishes with regard to the appel- 
lant, that no mention whatever should have been made of the 
authority to adopt, and of her purpose to adopt the appellant 
. when the proper period arrived, in a suit which seemed peculiarly 
to require a true and full account of the destination of Hem 
Sing’s property. Again, in 1841, long after the alleged adop- 
tion, Hem Sing and Tara Sing, his brother, having been joint 
proprietors of a village, and upon the death of Hem Sing, 
Khusal Koers name having been‘entered in the register instead 
_of his, and upon the death of Tara Sing the name of his widow, 
Meha Koer, having been substituted, upon the death of “Meha 
Koer, Khusal Koer caused her name to be recorded as proprietor 
of the village, which, if there had been an adoption of the appel- 
lant as heir of Hem Sing, he would have been. 
Although the appellant does not rest his title to Hem Sing’s 
_ property upon the will of Khusal Koer, yet itis impossible to 
pass over the fact of her haying made this will or to omit all 
. © notice of the contents of it. Although, according to the case of 


” 


the appellant, Khusal Koer had failed in her duty by not 


divesting herself of Hem Sing’s property upon the completion 


of her adoption, yet as that act made him heir to bis adopting i 


father, no strength could be added to his title by the will of 
the widow. In consequence, however, of her remaining in 


possession of Hem Sings property, doubt would probably be © 


cast upon the fact of the appellant’s adoptions and therefore 
her declaration of her having performed the ceremonies in 
pursuance of her husband’s authority would have béen useful 
as evidence; but dnstead of describing the appellant as the 
adopted son of Hem Sing, the will of Khusal Koer is in 
¢ these terms :—“ As Koer Padam Sing, the adopted son of 
your petitioner, has been in possession of your petitioner's 
estates for a long period, and as petitioner has no other heir or 
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successor but him, and as petitioner has retained him in posses- P.C. 
sion during her lifetime, and he carries on all the business of — S9 _ 
managing the villages and zemindaries, &c., therefore petitioner Pipe Bina 
prays that the name of Padam Sing be substituted for her own Korr Upava 
name as proprietor of all the zemindari and malgoozari villages 5" 
and maifi lands of her estate, and Padam Sing may be recog- 
nized as the owner of all her real and personal property.” 

Upon the death of Khusal Koer reports were made of the 
facts connected with her death by the Kanungos of the different 
mauzas in which Khusal Koer was styled either zemindar, , 
or Zemindar and lumberdar, and all of them stated the condi- 
tions of settlement of mauzas in these terms :—“ Whonisoever 
Khusal Koer may constitute her heir in her lifetime, the same ` . 
shall be entitled to the office of malgoozar after her death.” 

The patwari’s memorandum on the death of Khusal Koer is ` 
as follows: “ The said Mussumat departed this life by the will of. 
God on the 17th December, 1861, &c., and left Koer Padam Sing, 
her adopted son, aged 31 years, as the heir and successor to all her 
property.” Padam Sing, being of the age above-mentioned at the 
time of Khusal Koer’s death, it is not likely that he had never 

heard of his having been adopted as the son of Hem Sing, if such 
a ceremony had taken place. And if he had been informed of the 
fact, it was to be expected that, although he had patiently submitted 
to Khusal Koer’s usurpation of his property during -her life, he 
would have seized the earliest opportunity of asserting his rights 
as the heir of Hem Sing. But it appears that this was not the 
course which he pursued, nor the title by which he claimed the 
succession. The report of the Tehsildar of Koorja on the 
succession to Khusal Koer, states “that the patwari and 
Kanungo, in their respective reports of the death in question, 
“have mentioned Koer Padam Sing, her adopted son, as the ` 
heir to the property of the deceased Mussumat. And that 
Padam Sing had put in a petition, praying that his name might 
be recorded as lumberdar and pattidar in plate of that of Khusal 
Koer, deceased, as there was no other heir but himself.” 
The Counsel for the appellant endeavoured to explain away 


the effect of this claim as heir of Khusal Koer, by the sugges- 
tion that, in thus claiming, the appellant had been misler by 
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PO the reports of the, Kanungos as to the right of succession to the 
——— property held by Khusal Koer. But (as already observéd) if 
Papas Siva the appellant really had a title to the property as the heir of 
Korr Upara Hem Sing, it is impossible to believe that he could have been 

Rage ignorant of it; and his claim to the succession in a different 

_ character.is almost conclusive against the attempted proof of a 
lawful adoption of the appellant as the son of Hem Sing by 
Khusal Koer, and consequently against the truth of the story 
told by the witnesses upon the subject. 

Their Lordships, therefore, agree with the Sudder Court, that 

~ “the appellant has failed to prove that he was lawfully adopted 
as the son of Hem Sing by Khusal Koer, in pursuance of 
authority conferred upon her for that purpose by her husband ; 
and that he has, therefore, no answer to the claim of the res- 
pondent to a share of the succession to Hem Sing’s property. 
But as the Court has made a decree which gives the respondent 
the whole of Hem Sing’s property, when he is entitled only toa . 
part, that decree must be set aside. 

Their Lordships, however, think it right, for the purpose of ` 
restricting future litigation within as narrow bounds as possible, 
to declare that it has been established between the parties to the 

“suit, that the appellant is not the duly adopted son of Hem 
Sing, and that on the death of Khusal Koer, Mohar Sing, 

~ the father of the respondent, and the other heirs in equal degree 

` then living became entitled to inherit the estate of Hem Sing, 
of which his widow died possessed. And they will recommend 
to Her Majesty that with this declaration the cause be remitted 
to the High Court of Agra to make such inquiries as shall be 
necessary to ascertain what share of the estate of Hem Sing 
the said Mohar Sing was entitled to, and what part of the pro- 

` perty claimed by the plaint was the estate of Hem Sing. - And’ 
as the appellant has succeeded in proving the invalidity of the 
decree, although he has failed in his opposition to the plaintiffs 
title, their Lordships will further recommend that each party bear 
his own costs of the appeal. 
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RAJA SAHIB PRAHLAD SEN v. BABOQ BUDHU 
SING. 


KALIPRASAD TEWARI v. RAJA SAHIB 
PRAHLAD SEN. 


RATA SAHIB PRAHLAD SEN v. DURGAPRA- 
SAD TEWARI. 


RAJA SAHIB PRAHLAD SEN v. RUN BAHA- ; 


DUR SING AND OTHERS." 


RAJA SAHIB PRAHLAD SEN v. MAHARAJA 
RAJENDRA KISHOR SING. 


ON APPEAL FROM THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT . 
FORT WILLIAM IN BENGAL. 


Contract of Sale—Specific Performance—Proof of Cons ideration—Onus— 
Limitation—Thakbust Award—Legal Disabilities. 


1. It is very questionable in any caso whether the effect of the execution of a bill 
of salo by a Hindu vendor is to pass an estate irrespectively of the actual delivery 
of possession. Where the vondor solls an estate, of which he is not in possession, in 
consideration of advances to enable him to sue for its recovery, it is not open to the 
purchaser, after failing to complete his part of the contract, to claim specific per- 
formance and delivery of the recovered estate, on tendering the balanco of the pur- 
chase-money. 

2. It is the established practice of the Courts in India, in cases of contract, to 
require satisfactory proof that consideration has been actually received, according to 
the terms of the contract, and a contract under seal does not of itself, in India, 
import that thore was a sufficient consideration for the agreement. 

A plaintiff, however, suing to set aside asecurity admittedly executed by himself, 
must make out a good primé facie case before the defendants can be called on to 
prove consideration. 

3. A gemindar has, as such, a primé facie right to the gross collections from all 
the mauzas within bis zomindari. It is for parties setting up an intermediate tenure 
to prove their grant. 

4. Defendant claimed to hold a mokurrari tenure, A deeds executed by plain- 
tiff zemindar. The plaintiff denied the authenticity of the deeds, and sued to sot 
them ‘aside. The lower Courts dismissed his suit os kgrred by limitation, on the 
ground that plaintiff had, in a petition before the Collector, admitted that defendant 
was mokurraridar of the tenure, and that this being so, Nmitation ran against him 
from the date of the deeds, Held, that the caso should have been tried on the merits, 
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as the potition was not a conclusive admission of the gonninencas of the deeds, and 
it was not right to infer from it that plaintiff knew of their existence at the time 
of their professed date, 

5." A Thakbust award of boundary, made in the "Lower Provinces, may be an 
award under Regulation IX. of 1825, within the meaning of Act XII. of 1848. It 
would, in any case, be material evidence of possession. 

The pendency of an appeal to England does not put the party who, subject to that 
appeal, is the owner of an estate, under a legal disability to bring a suit in that char- 
acter against third parties. 


. THE facts of thése five cases are fully set out in the following 
judgment of their Lordships: 
Their Lordships have now to dispose of five appeals in which 


_-the same person, Raja Prahlad Sen, is an actor, being in four 


of them the sppellant, and in the fifth the respondent. Though 
the cases are not otherwise connected with, or dependent on, 
each other, it will be convenient to state certain ‘facts relating to 
the Raja and his title which are common to all. He is now in 


, undisputed possession of the Raj and zemindari of Ramnagar, 


the title to which was in litigation from 1835 until 1858. He 
originally sued for them as guardian on behalf of his infant son 
under a deed of gift; they were at the same time claimed by 
Run Mardan Sen as a son of the former Raja, Amar Pratap 
Sen, and by other’ parties, under different titles. Ultiniately 
the right of succession of the present Raja as the nearest col- 
lateral heir of Amar Pratap Sen was declared by a decree of 
the Zilla Court dated the 27th of February 1845, and that 
decree was affirmed on appeal by the Sudder Court, ‘on the 9th 
of September 1846. From that date the litigation was confined - 
to the Raja and Run Mardan Sen, who alone preferred an appeal 
to Her Majesty in Council, which was finally determined in the 
Rajas favour, in January 1858. The estate was in the posses- 
sion of one of the widows of Amur Partab Sen from the time 
of his death in 1834, until February 1840, when she died. The 
Collector’ of the district was then directed to keep it under 
attachment until the title to it should be determined in the pend~ 
ing litigation, After the .Sudder Court’s decree in 1846, an 
order was made that the Raja should be put into possession on 
giving security to ‘abide the event of the appeal to England, but 
owing to delays in perfecting’ that security he did not obtain 
actual possession until June 1848. The security afterwards 
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failed; the Raja was unable to give fresh security to the satis- P. @ 

- faction of the Courts; an order was made on the 18th of May sae ae 
1854, that the property should again be attached by the Col- Pratap BEN 
lector ; and it remained under attachment from that time until Buono Sura. 
possession ` was restored to the Raja in 1858, upon the deter- ` 
mination of the appeal in his favour. Having stated these facts 
and dates, their Lordships will proceed to deal with the several 
appeals in their order, beginning with that in which Budhi 
Sing is respondent. 

The suit, out of which this appeal has arisen, was brought to 
recover from the appellant (the Raja) possession of a four-anna. 
share of certain specified property, comprising the whole, or a`. 
very considerable part of the zemindari of Ramnagar. The 

` original plaintiff was a Mussulman lady, claiming to be, at least 
.for thé purposes of the suit, the sole representative of her late 
husband, Sultan Jan, who was the sole representative, of one 
Kaja Hossein Ali Khan. After the institution of thé suit she - 
sold all her interest therein to the respondent, who has been i 
substituted as plaintiff on the record, and may be taken to have 
all the rights in the subject-matter of the suit which could have 
been successfully asserted either by Kaja Hossein Ali ee 
or by Sultan Jan. 

His title is founded on a kabala, or bill of sale, of the 
property in’ dispute, which is admitted to have been executed to 
the Kaja, by the appellant, on the 23rd of September 1844, and 

_ therefore at a time when the latter neither was in the possession 
of the zemindari, nor had established in any Court his title 
thereto. The case of the respondent is that this bill of sale 
expresses the real contract between the appellant and the Kaja, 
which was one for the absolute sale by the former and purchase 
by the latter pf a four-anna share of the specified property, for 
the price of 75,000 rupees, and tHat that sum was actually paid 
down in cash when the instrument was executed. 

The case of the appellant is, that being jn want of funds to 

carry on his suit for the Raj and zemindari, and for his own 
support, he applied to the Raja, who agreed to make advances , 
for those purposes on condition of having the bill of sale exe- - 
cuted, registered, and duly notified in the pending suit; that no 
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P'O part of the expressed consideration or sum of 75,000 rupees was 
a sag Paid on the execution of the instrument ; ‘and that though the > 
Paanan Sex Kaja, from time to time, advanced small sums of money, the 
Banoo Bo "Bonno whole amount of his advances fell far short of 75,000 rupees ; 
that, afterwards the Kaja absconded from Patna on a charge of 
disaffection to the Government, whereupon it. was agreed 
between his son, Sultan Jan, and the appellant, that a bond for 
’ 76,000 rupees, hypothecating the whole of the property in ques- 
tion, and’ not merely a twelve-anna share of it, should be substi- 
tuted for the instrument importing the absolute assignment of 
the four-anna share; and that, accordingly, such a bond was 
executed by the appellant to Sultan Jan on the 7th of March 
1846 ; but that the 76,000 rupees was merely a nominal consi- 
deration, of which no part was paid, the real contract being one 
to secure moneys already advanced with future advances which, 
Sultan Jan undertook but failed to make. 
The questions thus raised between the appellant and respondent 
are not now litigated for the first time. In August 1848, Sultan 
Jan instituted two suits against the appellant, of which one being 
almost identical with the present, was brought to recover posses- 
sion of the four-anna share of the property under the title 
founded on the bill of sale; and the other was for the recovery 
of the 76,000 rupees purported to be secured by the bond which 
he alleged to have been advanced in addition to the 75,000 rupees 
said toyhave been paid on the execution of the instrument of 
September 1844, 
Both these suits were dismissed by the Zilla Judge (Mr. 
_ Hathorn). He held that the plaintiff's story in one suit as to 
the payment of the 75,000 rupees, and in the other as to the pay- 
- ment of the 76,000 rupees was false; and “in his judgment in 
the bond suit he expressed an opinion that the appellant’s account 
"of the transactions was substantially the true one. There was 
an appeal to the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut against both decrees. 
' The appeal in the ebond suit was absolutely dismissed. On the 
other appeal the pleaders for the respondent (the present appel- 
. lant) unfortunately raised a question as`to the sufficiency of the 
stamps of certain documents which had been put in evidence ; 
and the Sudder Court, avoiding the decision of the case upon its 
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merits, directed the Ait to be dismigsed on that ground only ; BCG 


and consequently ‘gave to the plaintiff, Sultan Jan, all the 12 
advantages which a judgment of nonsuit has over a judgment for Pratap BEN 


i the defendaht, Basos. Dunay 
Sux 


The result, however, of that litigation was a conclusive decision 
against “Sultan J an in the bend suit; whilst in the other guita 
decision on the merits was passed against him in the Zila Court, 5 
which was only so far qualified by the decree of the Sudder 
Court that he was left at liberty to bring a new suit. | `The date 


of that decree was the 4th of January 18653. 


In this'state of things the present suit was instituted on the 
22nd of August 1856. It was brought in the Court of the 


` Principal’ Sudder Ameen, who dismissed it with costs; and on 


- appeal his decision, except as to costs, was ‘confirmed by the Zilla’ 


q 


Judge -(Mr, Atherton). Both decisions proceeded upon the 
assumption that the respondent’s case as to the payment of the 
consideration of 75,000 rupees was false, and the appellant’s true. _ 
And both Judges, conceiving that their decision on this point, was 
sufficient to determine the suit, omitted to decide an issue which 
expressly raised the question whether the bond for 76,000 rupees 
of 1846 had been given in substitution for the absolute bill -of 
gale of 1844. According to the practice of the Courts of India, 
these two decisions were final in India on questions of fact, 


‘though on questions of law or procedure there lay a special 


appeal to the’ Sudder Court. Such an appeal was in fact pre- 
ferred. It is unnecessary to state any of the grounds of it, 
except the 4th, which is to the following effect :—* If, for argu- 
ment’s ‘sake, it be admitted that the defendant did not receive ,’ , 
the full price, yet by reason of his acknowledging to have exe- 
cuted a bainama (bill of sale), a decree in this suit would bé | 
just and indispensable, because the defendant has the. power to - 
sue for the-recovery of the balance of the .purchase-money.” 

On that appeal, the Sudder Court, on the 27th of September ’ 
1860, made the decree, which is the subject of the present appeal. 
Though bound by the finding of the Courts below that the, 
75,000 rupees had not been paid as alleged by the plaintiffs, the’ ° a 
Judges who sat on the appeal, nevertheless, proceeding upon à 


statement in Mr. Atherton’s judgment to the effect that the 
3 a aA 
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i advances made to the appellant probably amounted to about 
STs 18,000 or 20,000 rupees in all, arrived at the conclusion that 
PRANTAD Sux the real and final contract between the parties was one of absolute 
Bazoo “Boone sale and purchase, upon which there had been a partial payment 

ae of the purchase-money. They further held, that in these circum- 

stances a complete title to the lands passed -to-the Kaja by 
virtue of the bill of sale on its execution; and (by a supposed 
application of the doctrines of English Courts of Equity) that 
the vendor in possession of the lands was to be treated as having 
only a lien for the unpaid balance of the purchase-money; and 
was to be held accountable as a mortgagee in possession for the 
rents and profits. They, accordingly, remitted the cause to the 
Judge, with directions “ to decide it de novo in his Court, on the 
_ points now mooted, or upon others which fairly arise on the 

‘pleadings.” 

Before they consider whether the principles upon which’ the 

Judges proceeded were sound in themselves, or applicable to a 

- transaction of this nature between Hindus or between: a Hindu 
and a Mussulman, their Lordships must observe that this appli- 
cation of them assumed a state of things which was not consistent 
with the case made by either party, and was certainly not neceg- 
sarily implied by the findings of the Courts below -upon the 
issues of fact. For even if those Courts had found that advances 
within a certain limit had been made, it did not follow that they 
were made in part payment of the consideration for a subsisting 
contract of sale, and not, as the Raja insisted, upon a contract 
for security. And, indeed, the decree under appeal, by remit- 
ting the cause for trial upon the points fairly arising on the 

- pleadings, including the undetermined issue as to the substitution 
of the bond for the original contract, left this very point open. 

Their Lordships, however, are of opinion that even if this ques- 
tion of substitution had been determined in favour of the respon- 
dent, the decree of the Sudder Court would, nevertheless, have 
been erroneous. Itis not easy to see what principle of an English 

Court of Equity, supposing such to be properly applicable to the 
* case, would support the conclusions to which the Judges of the 

` “Gudder Court have come upon the facts before them. Their busi- 
ness was to decide the rights of the parties under the particular 
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contract and upon the facts found by the Courts below, accord- P. G 
ing to equity and good conscience. They seem to have ruled a 
that the effect of the execution of a bill of sale by a Hindu PRAMLAD SEN 
vendor is, to use the phraseology of English law, to pass an Basoo "Bunny 
estate irrespectively of actual delivery of possession: giving to ae 
the instrument the effect of a conveyance operating by the Statute 
of Uses. Whether such a conclusion would be warranted in any 
case, is, in their Lordships’ opinion, very questionable. It is 
certainly not supported by the two cases—Gopeechurn Kur v. 
Koroona Dabee (1) and Surbonarayan Sing v. Maharaj Sing (2) 
—cited in the judgment under review, in both of which actual 
possession seems to have passed from the vendor to the purchaser. 
To support it, the execution of the bill of sale must be treated asa 
constructive transfer of possession. Buthow can there be any such 
transfer, actual or constructive, upon a contract under which the ` 
vendor sells that of which he has not possession, and to which he 
may never establish a title ? The bill of sale in such a case can only 
be evidence of a contract to be performed in futuro, and upon 
the happening of a contingency ; of which the purchaser may 
claim a specific performance if he comes into Court showing that 
he has himself done all that he was bound todo. In the present 
case the purchaser had alleged that he was in that condition, 
having paid the whole of the price at the date of the execution 
of the instrument; but that allegation had been found to be false. 
Nor, if the fact had been, as assumed by the Sudder Court, that 
part of the purchase-money was paid upon the execution of the 
contract, and the purchaser had come into Court alleging such 
part payment and tendering the balance, does it follow that he 
would have been entitled to a decree for specific performance ; 
for the contract sued upon is an eminently speculative, not to 
say agambling,sone. On the face oF it, the vendor agrees, in 
consideration of a sum presently ‘paid, to sell that which he has 
not, and may never have; and the price is presumably fixed 
upon a calculation of the risk undertaken byethe purchaser, at, a 
sum far below the real value of the thing sold. But if the 
purchaser under such a contract has retained part of the price ° 
for several years and until the risk has been determined by the 

(1) 8. D. R., 1857, 225. ` (2) 8: D. R., 1858, C01, 
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P.C happening of the contingency, he has pro čanto diminished the 
e risk which he contracted to bear ; and the vendor has pro tanto 
Raga 
Praia $ Sex lost that for which he stipulated—the present use and enjoyment 
Banoo Bupnv of the money. The contract, therefore, has become incapable 

Sma of being performed according to the true meaning and intent of 
the contracting parties, Their Lordships arè, therefore, of opinion 
that the decree made by the Sudder Court upon their assump- 
tion of the facts was, in every point of view, erroneous, and can- 
not be supported. 

They have now to consider not only what decree the Sudder 
Court ought to have made on the special appeal, but what ought 
to be the final decree in the suit; since in order to do complete 
justice between the parties, they have allowed the learned 
Counsel for the respondent to impeach the decrees of the two 
lower Courts, and to argue the whole case upon the merits. 
And it has been so argued very ably by Mr. Bell. The first 

. and most material question is, whether it has been correctly 
found that the 75,000 rupees were not paid, as alleged by the 
respondent, upon the execution of the bill of sale. That has 
been so found by three Courts in India: and, therefore, in 
attempting to disturb the finding, the learned Counsel undertook 
a more than ordinary burthen. He argued, however, that the 
two decisions in this suit gave undue weight to the former deci- 
sion of Mr. Hathorn; and that that gentleman’s judgment had 
not allowed sufficient weight to the presumptions arising from 
the admitted acts of the appellant in executing the bill of sale, . 
and the receipt for the purchase-money, and in subsequently 
yecognizing them. ‘Their Lordships fully concede, that though, 
‘according to the law and practice of the Courts in India, those 
acts were not conclusive evidence against the appellant, the 
presumptions arising from the ought to have been allowed due 
weight upon the trial of the issue, whether the consideration had 
- been paid as alleged. They observe, however, that the issue 
came ultimately to Be determined upon the testimony of conflict- 
ing witnesses, of whom the Judge held that some were credible 
and respectable, and others altogether unworthy of credit. Nor, 
can their Lordships say, after giving full weight to the presump- i 
tions in question, and to the other circumstances in the case, that 
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the finding was wrong. They are disposed to believe, that the P. o, 
real arrangement between the appellant and the Kaja was for 150p, 
advances to be made from time to time; and that the form of the EA Banta. 
contract was adopted in order to evade the effect of the deci- 3.000 Buono 
sions of the Indian Courts in respect of what they consider Sue. 
champerty. They think, therefore, that there is no ground for 
disturbing the finding that the 75,000 rupees were not paid as 

alleged; and it follows, from the reasons which they have already 

stated, when dealing with the judgment of the Sudder Court, 

that if that finding was correct, the suit was properly decided 

in the appellant’s favour upon it. Their Lordships, however, 

think it right to add, that upon the evidence, corroborated as it 

is by the fact, that the bond hypothecated the whole, and not 

only three-fourths of the property in question, they think that the 

“issue as to the substitution of that security for the bill of sale 

would also have been properly found in the appellant’s favour. 

Mr. Bell pressed upon their Lordshipsthe propriety of doing 
complete justice between the parties, by imposing upon the 
appellant the terms of repaying the advances actually made to 
him by the Kaja and Sultan Jan. They do not see how they 
can do this in the present suit, of which the dismissal will not 
prevent the recovery of those advances if they are still recover- 
able. Sultan Jan’s proper course was to sue for the repayment 
of them in the bond suit, if they were included in that security ; 
or if they were not so included, under his general title as repre- 
sentative of his father. If, in consequence of his failure to do s0, 
or of the lapse of time, the remedy is gone, their Lordships may 
regret that result ; but they do not see how they can supply a 
new remedy by imposing terms upon the appellant, who is not in 
this suit seeking the aid of the Court, but is sued upon a different 
and inconsistemt cause of action, And the difficulty of taking 
such a course is increased by the circumstance that the respon- 
dent is not the representative of the Kaja or of Sultan Jan for 
all purposes, but is merely the assignee ef the rights which 
Farkhunda Khanum has specially claimed in this suit. 

Their Lordships, therefore, will humbly recommend to Her °* 
Majesty that this appeal be allowed with costs ; that the decree 
of the Sudder Court be reversed, and that in lieu thereof an 
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‘order be made, dismissing the special appeal with costs. The 
effect of this will be to affirm the decree of Mr. Atherton. 
ı Their Lordships are not disposed to interfere with the discretion 
exercised by him in respect of the costs of the suit in the lower 





Courts. 
P.O, In the second appeal under ai Kaliprasad Tewari 
1869 is the appellant, and the Raja the respondent. .The suit out of 
` KALIPRASAD 


Tawast which it arises was brought by the respondent to set aside a zuri- 
Pisa Sas peshgi deed dated the 23rd of December, 1851, which purports 
Pranav BEN. tO haye been executed by him to the appellant and his brother 
Madan Mohan Tewari, since deceased, for securing to them 
repayment of 49,453 rupees, with interest, by the pledge or 
mortgage of 15 mauzas, part of the zemindari of Ramnagar. 
He also claimed wasilat, or the mesne profits of the property, 
for six years. The respondent admits the execution of the deed, 
` but says that it was executed as a security for the amount appear- 
ing to be due on a bond previously executed by him, in favour 
of the same parties, in February 1849; that he never received 
any consideration for the bond; and that he was indaced to 
execute both documents by his servant, Binda Lal, who was 

acting in collusion with the Tewaris. 

His story as to the consideration for the bona is, that in the 
course of the negotiations for procuring the security, to abide the 
event of Run Mardan’s appeal to England, which he had to give 
when he got into: possession of the property in 1848, it was 
arranged that Rani Annapurna, who became his surety and _ 
pledged her property by way of security, should receive a bonus 
of 20,000 rupees ; that the appellant and his brother should pay 
that bonus, and for so doing should themselves receive another 
bonus of 20,000 rupees; that the bond was given to secure these 
two sums of 20,000 rupees; but that the Tewatig failed to pay 

- the 20,000 rupees to the Rani, who consequently contrived to À 
escape from her obligations as security by means of a revenue 
.sale and benami refpurchase of the property which she had 
pledged -as security, and so brought about the re-attachment of 

* the zemindari in 1854. His case, therefore, is, that the deed 
impeached was obtained from him fraudulently and without con- 
sideration. 
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The case of the appellant is, that the transactions were what’ r o 

they purported on the face of them to be; that the bond was = 

. . LIPRABAD 
given to secure advances which had been made in Calcutta to Tewani 
Binda Lal, as the agent of the respondent, with his sanction and Rasa Sanm 
on his account ; and the ,zuripeshgi deed was executed to secure eee 
a balance found on a settlement of accounts to be due in respect 
of the bond debt, and some other transactions. 

It is an admitted fact that the appellant and his brother 
have been in possession of the property under the deed for 
several years. The appellant’s case is that he is still in such 
possession; but this seems to be disputed by the respondent. 
The cause was tried by the Principal Sudder Ameen, who 
dismissed the suit with costs. His decree was reversed by the 
High Court, chiefly on the ground that the defendants, the 
Tewaris, had failed to prove that they had given consider- 
ation for the bond; but the decree of that Court, though it 
directed that the zuripeshgi deed should be set aside, refused 
to award any of the wasilat, or mesne profits, sued for, and gave 
no costs, 

The appellant, as the survivor of the two defendants, appeals 
against the deoree; and there is also a cross-appeal against so 
much of it as rejects the claim to wasilat, and refuses to give the 
costs of the suit to the respondent. From the foregoing state- 
ment it sufficiently appears that the question between the parties 
is one of fact, viz., which of these conflicting stories is true. 
It+is obvious, however, that, in the first instance, it lies upon 
the respondent, who comes into Court to set aside a security 
solemnly executed by himself, and perfected by possession, to 
make out his case. And the first question to be considered is, 
whether he has done so, at least so far as to cast upon the defend- 
ants the burthen of proving theirs. There has been some argu- 
ment as to the rule and practice of the Courts in India on this: 
point, and, in particular, upon the ruling of the Sudder Court, 
in its judgment in the suit of Sultan Jan®upon the bond for - 
76,000 rupees, which had been made one of the exhibits in this 
cause. Upon that their Lordships observe that if what was ° 
stated by the Sudder Court be read in connection with the 
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P.C context, it does not seem to go beyond what both sides would 
——_ i admit to be the law in India. The appellant in that case had 
.« KALIPRASAD . t i s 
-~ Tewari argued that, unless the “party sued in the bond could establish 


Raza San affirmatively that his signature had been obtainéd under the 


Pranuap 8: 


« 


EN. 


‘influence of force or fraud,” he was conclusively bound by that 


15 Jun 


signature, and that a decree must pass against him. The Court ° 


said, in answer to this, that it had become the established practice 
of the Courts in India, in cases of contract, to require satisfactory 
proof that consideration had been actually received according to 
the terms of the contract; and that it had never been held there 
that a contract made under seal of itself imported that there was 
a sufficient consideration for the agreement. The latter pro- 
position seems to be indisputable. The former may be too loosely 
expressed ; and the latter cases cited by Mr. Pontifex show that 
if it is to be taken as affirming that the mere denial of the receipt 
of the consideration stated is, in all cases, sufficient to cast upon 
the party relying on the instrument the burthen of proving pay- 
ment of that consideration, it is too wide. It is further to be 
observed that a party who, like the plaintiff in the case referred 
to, comes into Court to enforce a bond, is in a very different 
` position from him who is suing to set aside a contract under 
which there has been possession and enjoyment, and of which, so 
far as it has yet been capable of being performed, there has been 
performance. 
Their Lordships have no doubt that, in the latter case, the law 
of India, as of this and probably every other country, casts upon 
the plaintiff the burthen of establishing at least a good primd 
facie title to the relief which he seeks ; and they will first proceed 
to consider how far the respondent has affirmatively made out the 
case upon which he relies. Now, what are the facts which are 
either common to the cases of both parties, or arg proved beyond 
. dispute? In 1845, Binda Lal was in Calcutta, as the agent of the 
respondent, looking after the appeal in the great suit for the Raj 


- which was then pending in the Sudder Court, and possibly other 


law business. He remained there after the Sudder Court’s decree 
of the 9th September 1846 had been made in the respondent’s 
favour. The principal business which he had then to perform 
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was to procure the security which the respondent had to give in P.C 

order to get into possession. Whilst he was so‘ resident in al 

Calcutta he certainly had some transactions with the Tewaris, Ka MENART 
one of whom, Madan Mohan, was or had been the vakeel, or Rasa Samm, 
quasi diplomatic agent of the Maharaja of Nepal, but who P#4!4? Su. 
also carried on there some kind of mahajani, or money-lending 
business. On the 27th December 1847, Rani Annapurna 
executed the security bond pledging her property; and on the 
same day entered into an agreement with Binda Lal as the res- 
pondent’s agent, by which it was stipulated that for her protection 
her manager should be allowed to make the zemindari collec- 
tions from Ramnagar, paying thereout an allowance to 
the respondent, but keeping the surplus moneys in deposit. 
There is not a word in this subsidiary agreement about 
the bonus of 20,000 rupees. The respondent seems to have 
objected to the arrangement so proposed, and for that, or some 
other reason, it was not carried out. The security itself was, 
in the first instance, rejected by the Zilla Judge, Mx. Hathorn; 
but, on appeal to the Sudder Court, was admitted as sufficient. 
The delay caused by these proceedings accounts for the interval 
of time between the date of the security bond and June 1848, 
when the respondent was actually let into pessession. The pro- 
ceedings put in by the respondent show that, in September 1848, 
Ramchand, and very shortly afterwards, Annapurna herself, 
made an application to have the security bond set aside, aud 
Annapurna and her property released therefrom. The final order 
of the Sudder Court refusing to release her was, however, not 
made until the 19th of February 1851. Thereupon she took 
the steps which have been already mentioned to release herself. 
The property which she had pledged by way of security was 
sold for arrears of revenue on the 11th of October 1851. Not- 
withstanding this sale, the respondent remained in possession of 
the’ zemindari until May 1854. Run Mardan’s first application 
for fresh security was not made until Augustel853; fresh securi- 
ty, the nature of which does not appear, was then tendered, and 
was finally rejected in May 1854. The respondent, whilst still ° 
in possession, received from the Tewaris, for at least two years, 


the rent payable to him under the zuripeshgi deed. After the 
i : 17—A 
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P.O attachment, the following circumstances occurred. The Collector, 
__'*? in the first instance, attempted to make the gross collections from 
Kiwa the zemindari, irrespectively of all interests intermediate between 
Rasa Sam the zemindar and the ryots, which had been created by the 
Prautap SEN respondent. -A remonstrance was made by many of those claim- 
ing such interests, though not, so far as the evidence goes, by 

the Tewaris, The Commissioner directed that such interests 

should be respected pending the attachment. In consequence of 

this the Collector issued an order to the respondent, calling 

upon him to specify what mauzas he had given in mokurari, 

and under simple leases and zuripeshgi deeds; and in answer 

to that order he filed a report, stating, amongst other things, 

that the fifteen mauzas in question were under zuripeshgi to 

Madan Mohan Tewari. Thereupon the tenure and possession 

of the Tewarees was confirmed by an Amuldistuck of the 
Collector, dated the 7th of June 1865; and, on the 8th June 

1855, two mooktars filed in the name of the respondent a peti- 

tion in answer to some remonstrance of Run Mardan Sing’s, 

affirming among other things the bond fides of this transaction 

; with the Tewaris, and repudiating the imputation that they 
were servants of the respondent holding for his benefit. In 

August 1856, under orders of the Collector, confirmed by the 
Commissioners, the Tewaris obtained a refund of 1,883 rupees 

2 annas, 9 pie, the amount of the collections deposited in the 
Collectorate in respect of the rents and profits of the fifteen 

mauzas received between date of attachment and that of the 
Commissioner’s order above referred to. This proceediug seems 

to have elicited from the respondent the first suggestion of the 

case now made by him. On the 18th of October 1856, a peti- 

tion was presented by a mooktar, professing to act in his name, 
complaining of the order for the refund, and setting up against 

the Tewaris a case substantially, but not altogether, the same 

as that now made. The petition was referred to the respondent 

in order to ascertais whether it was really bis act; and by another 

petition signed, not by himself, but a Munshi, he adopted it 

* generally, though he disputed the accuracy of some of its state- 
ments, and insisted that the fifteen mauzas ought to be 
re-attached. It does not appear by any evidence what, if anything, 
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was done on the petitions; but the mauzas were certainly not P. C 
re-attached. The Tewaris remained in possession of them a 
up to the time when the respondent recovered possession of the “ivan 


zemindari in 1858, if not ap to the day of the commencement Risa Sanm 
of this guit. PRAHLAD SEN. 


What, then, is the case proved by the respondent, and how 
far is it consistent with these established facts? It is not very 
easy to make out from the plaint’ and the depositions of the 
respondent in support of it a clear or consistent story touching 
the alleged undertaking of the Tewaris to pay the bonus to 
the sureties. His case must be tried by the testimony of his 
witnesses, of whom Binda Lal, though treated as colluding with 
the Tewaris, and made a defendant to the suit, is the most 
important, and certainly not the least friendly. He is, moreover, 
admitted to have been restored, whatever his former delinquen- 
cies may have been, to the respondent’s service. 


According to that testimony the history of the tranacfions in 
question is this :—-Before the security bond was drawn up, ie., 
before the 27th December 1847, Binda Lal had agreed with 
Annapurna or with Ramchand on her behalf, to pay the bonus 
of 20,000 rupees as soon as the respondent, upon the acceptance 
of the security, should be put into possession. After the execu- 
tion of the security bond, but before it was tendered to Mr. 
Hathorn, Madan Mohan Tewari, on Binda Lal’s application, 
agreed to become responsible for the payment of the bonus, on 

* the condition that he and his brother should receive the further 
bonus of 20,000 rupees to be paid out of the rents of the estate. 


The undertaking, therefore, was given sometime before the 
18th June 1848, and ought to have been performed at that 
date. The bond was executed in February 1849. The witnesses 
who speak to that transaction all admit that the respondent then 
knew that the bonus had not then been paid to the surety. 
They do not explain why, in these circums®nces, the bond was 
taken for 40,100 rupees, or bore interest from its date. 

According to Behari Lal and some of the witnesses, it was ° 
in consequence of the failure of Madan Mohan to perform 
the promise of payment which he renewed at the time of the 
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P.C. execution of the bond that the surety first made her attempt to 
1869 be released from her security. But the documentary evidence 
“twas already adverted to shows that she had applied to be released 
Raza Sanm before the bond was executed. Again, the witnesses who speak 
Prantap BEN. to the execution of the zuripeshgi deed, equally prove that 
the respondent then knew that Madan Mohan had not paid the 
bonus which they say he had undertaken to pay. They allege 
that he then renewed his promise to pay it, and that on the faith 
of that promise the zuripeshgi deed was executed. They 
represent that in consequence of the non-performance of this 
last promise, the surety caused her pledged property to be sold 
at the auction sale. Yet the documentary evidence proves that 
it had been so sold more than two months before the date of the 
zuripeshgi deed. The respondent himself admits that he executed 
that deed to secure the amount of principal and interest due on 
the bond. But neither he nor any of his witnesses have given 
any explanation why interest was thus allowed upon a sum which, 
to his knowledge, had not been paid. Again, Binda Lal says 
that when he finally discovered that the surety had not been paid 
the bonus and had escaped from the liability, he wrote to the 
respondent not to give the Tewaris possession under the deed. 
Yet the documentary evidence proves that they were put into 
possession, and that the respondent repeatedly recognized them 
as bond fide zoripeshgidars in possession, until, in the autumn 
of 1856, he was induced to put forward some such case as that 

now made. 

The learned Counsel for the respondent sought to accoun + 
for the discrepancies above mentioned by various ingenious 
suggestions; but these were all more or less speculative, and ' 
inconsistent with the depositions of the witnesses. They also 
contended that their case was established bye the admissions 
made by the appellant in his deposition. Their Lordships, 
however, are of opinion that these admissions cannot fairly be 
taken to amount ® more than that the appellant and his 
brother, or one of them, took some part in the negotiations 

* with Ramchand and Annapurna for procuring the securi- 
ty; that they knew the surety was to receive a bonus, and 
believed that she did in fact receive 18,000 rupeesfrom Binda Lal, 
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partly directly and partly through them; that is, out of tbe 
advances which they made to Binda Lal on the respondent’s 


1869 


account. If there is any doubt as to what really took place Tawar 
V, 
between Binda Lal and the Tewaris on the one side, and Ram- Rasa Sanm 


chand or Annapurna on the other, and in particular whether, 
as suggested at the bar, there were negotiations after the sale 
of her property for the renewal of that particular security, 
it lay upon the respondent to clear all that up by examining, as 
he might have done, the two last-named persons, or one of them. 
Upon this evidence the Principal Sudder Ameen came to the 


conclusion that the plaintiff had failed to prove his case, and dis- 


missed the suit. The judgment of the High Court proceeds on 
the ground that the respondent had, at all events, established such 
a primd facie case as threw upon the appellant the burthen of 
proving his own, and that he had failed to do so. Their Lord- 
ships cannot assent to the reasoning by which the Judges of that 
Court have arrived at the first of these conclusions. They seem 
to their Lordships in some passages to substitute speculation for 
proof; in others, as for instance, in all that relates to Annapurna’s 
security, which they treat as subsisting down to 1854, to pro- 
ceed upon a misconception of the facts proved ; and in others to 
draw inferences from facts proved or admitted, which are not the 
necessary, or even the legitimate, consequences of those facts, 
Their Lordships do not deny that if it lay upon the appellant 
to prove the truth of his case, he has very imperfectly done so, 
and that exceptions might fairly be taken to the non-production 
of his books of account, and to the non-apperance of Madan 
Mohan as a witness. But considering that it lay upon the res- 
pondent to establish a clear and consistent case for setting aside 
his own deed, and that the evidence in the cause wholly fails to 
do so, their Lordships are of opinion that the conclusion to which 
the Principal Sudder Ameen came was just and proper, though 
the reasons which he gives for it may not be altogether satisfac- 
tory. The order, therefore, which in this ce they will recom- 
mend to Her Majesty is, that this appeal be allowed; that the 
judgment of the High Court be reversed; and that, in lieu 
thereof, an order be‘made dismissing the appeal to that Court 
with costs; and further that the cross-appeal be dismissed. The 
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respondent must pay the costs both of the appeal and of the 
cross-appeal. 


. In the next case to be disposed of, the Raja is appellant, and 


Raza Same Durgaprasad and others, the representatives of Madan Mohan 
Prauiap Sen : : : 
v. Tewari, deceased, are the respondents. This suit was brought 


DURGAPRASAD 


TEWABI, 


by the appellant on the 31st of December 1861, to recover 
possession of two mauzas forming part of his zemindari of 
Ramnagar, from the respondents, “in reversal of an allegation 
of mokurrari, and proceedings of the Deputy Collector and 
Collector, dated the 9th and 16th June, 1856.” He also 
. claimed a refund of a small sum of money, being collections in 
deposit paid to Madan Mohan under those proceedings, and the 
mesne profits of the mauzas between 1264 and 1269. 


His case was that, in 1849-50, he made over these villages, or 
their produce, to Madan Mohan Tewari, who “lived with him,” 


. in consequence of the execution of the security bond by Rani 


Annapurna, “in lieu of allowance,” for his rendering service ; that 
no mokurari grant of them was ever made by him; that some 
time in 1857 he discharged Madan Mohan from his service for 
bad faith, whereupon his tenure determined ; and that the moneys 
in deposit in the Collectorate had been paid out to Madan Mo- 
han upon a false allegation of the existence of a mokurrari grant, 
which the Revenue officers had never seen. 

The case of the respondents was, that Madan Mohan Tewari 
held the villages under a mokurrari (i.e., an hereditary tenure 
at a fixed rent) granted by the appellant on 5th Falgoon 1256 
(February 1849), as a reward for services already rendered ; that 
Madan Mohan never lived with the appellant as a servant, in 
the proper sense of the term, but was the vakeel of the Maha- 
raja of Nepal, and resident in Calcutta. The sybstantial issues 
settled in the suit were: 1st,°Whether the suit was barred by 
the law of limitation; 2ndly, Whether the property in dispute 
was possessed by Madan Mohan by virtue of a mokurrari grant, 
or as payment for service from 1267 Fusly, and if by the mo- 
kurari grant, whether that grant was valid or not; 3rdly, 
Whether Madan Mohan Tewari was a servant of the appellant, 
or a vakeel of the Maharaja of Nepal, residing in Calcutta, 
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The Zilla Judge found that the suit was barred by the law 0.6 
of limitation, having been instituted more than twelve years after eee 
the date of the potta set up by the respondents, and the com-Pramuap SEN 
mencement of Madan Mohan’s possession. And dealing also DORGA wean 
with the other two issues of fact, he found that the defendants 7*”4®* 
had had possession since 1256 Fusli, by virtue of the mokurrari 
grant, and that that grant was genuine and valid. He, therefore, 
on both grounds, dismissed the suit. 

Their Lordships will here observe, that it is upon the latter find- 
ing alone that this decision can be upheld, For, if it be not 
established that Madan Mohan, in fact, held possession under a 
mokurrari tenure, there is no evidence at all that the appellant 
knew that he claimed so to hold it at any time before 1856, and 
his suit would be in time. On the other hand, if that fact be 
established in favour of the respondents, they are entitled toa 
decree upon the merits. The nature of Madan Mohan’s tenure 
is, therefore, the only real question in the cause. 

The High Court, on appeal, affirmed the decree of the Zilla 
Judge. The grounds assigned by the Judges were, that the 
appellant had failed, in their opinion, to establish the precise case 
set up by him; that there was no proof of any lease other than 
the mokurrari potta; and, therefore, that Madan Mohan must be 
taken to have been in occupation of the lands, either under no 
engagement at all, which was highly improbable, or under the 
potta propounded by his heirs: and the judgment ends with 
_ this sentence:—* We incline to think that the probabilities are 
in favour of the latter view of the case; and as we are not satis- 
fied that the decision of the Court below is wrong upon the merits, 
we see no reason to interfere with the judgment, and dismiss the 
appeal.” 

The result of these decrees, if they stand, will be to estab- 
lish against the appellant, and all who claim under him, the right 
of the respondents and their successors to hold the villages in 
question under a perpetual hereditary tenute at a fixed rent. 
Their Lordships proceed to consider how far this conclusion 
is justified by the evidence taken in the cause. The witnesses ° 
of the appellant do not greatly differ from those of the res- 
pondent as to the origin of the transaction. They differ 
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o somewhat as to the date of it, but all speak to a visit of Madan 
ae ay Mohan to the appellant, and to a demand by the former of some- 
Prantap Sux thing for his support. Again, those for the appellant, whilst 
ona AeRASiD they treat what was given as being a retainer for future services, 

“" admit that it was also a reward for. past services, including that 
of procuring the security on which the appellant had obtained 
possession of his estate. It is, moreover, clear that Madan 
Mohan was not, in the ordinary sense of the term, a servant of 
the appellant; that he was or had been the vakeel of the Maha- 
raja of Nepal; that his residence was in Calcutta; and that 
whatever services he had rendered or was to render to the appel- 
lant were rendered or to be rendered there. On the whole, the 

- weight of the evidence on this part of the case is in favour of the con- 
clusion that whatever was given was given as a reward for a past 
and special service ; and that the gift was not a mere assignment 
in the nature of wages to a servant for continuing services 
determinable with those services at the will of the master. The 
chief and irreconcileable discrepancy between the witnesses is 
as to the subject of the grant. Those for the appellant say that 
the mauzas in question were then under lease to two ticcadars, 
and that in answer to Madan Mohan’s demand, the appellant 
caused letters to be written to those persons directing them to pay 
their rents to Madan Mohan and his, brother Manna Tewari, 
who was to remain at Ramnagar. From one of the proceed- 
. ings which will be afterwards mentioned, though not from the 
testimony of the witnesses, it appears that for the assignment of , 
those rents, which amounted together to nearly 1,000 rupees per 
annum, Madan Mohan’and his brother were to pay the appellant 
a reserved rent of 81 rupees per annum. And it has not un- 
naturally been asked why, if this case be true, is it not corro- 
borated by the production of the letters to the ticcadars, or by 
some evidence on their part, or by proof of a kabuliat from the 
Tewaris undertaking to pay the reserved rent of 81 rupees. 
On the other hanfl, the witnesses for the respondents depose 
that in answer to Madan Mohan’s demand of a reward, the ap- 
* pellant caused a mokurari deed of the two villages to be then 
and there drawn in the name of Madan Mohan, and signed 
and sealed it himself. And the respondents produce a deed which 
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‘purports to grant to Madan Mohan a Bek-birt mokurrari of P.Q 
the two villages on an annual jumma of 136 rupees to be sae 
enjoyed by the lessee from generation to generation. It appears pone sox 
to have been originally on plain paper (for the memorandum at Duorcarrasan 
the foot of it shows that the ‘respondents before filing it in this TYAS 
suit had to pay penalty for getting it stamped). It was never 
registered; and as set out in the record, it does not appear to 
bear the appellant’s signature. It was contended at the bar 
that the impression of his seal is also wanting. Their Lordships 
cannot think that, if this were really the case, both the Courts 
below would have omitted to comment on these material defects 
in the document, of which the original was before them. On 
the other hand, their Lordships are bound to say that the evi- 
dence before them, so far as they have hitherto considered it, is 
far from being satisfactory proof of the grant of a mokurrari 
tenure. 

The respondents have also produced the farkati or aiee 
The importance of it is that the appellant thereby purports to 
admit the receipt of the rent of the villages, from 1256 to 1261 
(1849 to 1854) from Baboo Mannu Lal Tewari, mokurraridar. 
The date is the 10th of Baisakh 1261. But, in their Lordships’ 
opinion, this document and the evidence in support of it are 
extremely suspicious. On the face of it, it does not bear the 
appellant’s signature, but that of some other person. It was 
written on plain paper. It does not specify the amount paid, and 
it treats Mannu Lal, who is not named in the mokurrari deed, as 
the mokurraridar. Again, it is a general receipt for rents which 
would, in ordinary course, have been paid on separate receipts at 
different times during four or five years. The witnesses who 
speak to it say that it was signed by the Raja on a settlement of 
accounts between him and Mannu Tewari, and that the Raja 
then requested Mannu to give him the receipts or letters which he 
had received. If these receipts were returned, they are not 
produced ; if they were retained, no sufficient reason is assigned 
-for their retention. And this piece of evidence appears to be so 
far from advancing the respondent’s case that it throws additional 
suspicion upon it. 
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P.C The degree in which the proceedings which took place after 
1869 the re-attachment of the zemindari tend to corroborate the 
pea Bam cage of either , party remains to be considered. On the 26th 
Durcarrasan October 1854, the Collector called upon the appellant to make 
TKWARL a retum -of the mauzas, of which he had given mokurrari, 
simple ticca, and zuripeshgi ticca’ leases. On the 13th No- 
vember 1854, the appellant made a return of the mokurrari 
tenures created by him, in which there is no mention of that 
which is now in dispute. He did not then send a list of the 
ticca leases, but promised to do so thereafter. On this the Col- 
lector passed an order that the collections should be made from 
the attached estate, without regard to the tenures created by the 
appellant. The persons affected by this appealed to the Com- 
missioner, who, on the 27th of December 1854, passed an order 
reversing that of the Collector, and directing that such rents 
only as the appellant would have been entitled to had he remained 
in possession should be collected by the manager. Amongst the 
appellants, whose names and claims are stated in the Commis- 
sioner’s proceeding, Madan Mohan ‘Tewaree isnot found; andon the 
other hand, certain persons claiming to be simple ticcadars of the 
‘villages in question are so found. On the'l4th of March 1855, 
the appellant, in obedience either to the original perwanna of 
the 26th October 1854, or some subsequent perwanna, sent to 
the Collector, an Arzi in which he says he has, on inquiry 
into his records, had prepared a detailed statement (which 
he forwards) of all the manzas in {Raj Ramnagar, containing ° 
the names of the ticcadars and zuripesghidars, and the names 
of servants to whom particular mauzas have béen assigned 
‘in lieu of wages and other particulars, And the Exhibits, Nos. 
4and 6 were treated by the appellant’s Counsel as extracts 
from that statement. These relate to the two mauzas in 
question, state that Madan Mohan is the ticcadar of both, 
-at jummas which,make up the sum of 81 rupees; and farther 
that each village is held “on conditions of service.” There is in 
, these exhibits also a statement of sums under the head of 
expenses, which their Lordships feel some difficulty in explaining, 
or in reconciling with the hypothesis of either party. On 
the other hand, Mr. Pontifex, for the respondents, relies 
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strongly on an exhibit, which is signed by one Binda Lal as thè P.G 

Rujunovis on the part of the Raja, and was filed in the sd 

Collectorate on the 17th of October 1854. In that document Paaitiao Sx 

Madan Mohan Tewari is stated to be mokurraridar of the puncarassan 

two villages, and the rents payable by him amount to 81 rupees, “""*™ 
There are some receipts which show that the sarbarakar after- 

wards received rent from Madan Mohan as mokurraridar on 

various occasions; but these receipts being for small sums do not 

show whether the total annual rent received was 81 rupees or 

136 rupees, It is further shown, and this is one of the proceed- 

ings impeached by the suit, that, on the 9th of April 1855, 

Madan Mohan, describing himself as mokurraridar of the two 

villages, petitioned for a refund of the rents held in the Col- 

lectorate in deposit, and named a sum of 189 rupees as the 

amount of such rents under an order of the Commissioner dated 

the 28th of August 1856, in which the villages are described 

as covered by the mokurrari deed executed by the #ppellant. 

There is, however, no other evidence that the deed now relied 

upon was produced before the revenue authorities; and their 

Lordships doubt whether an unstamped paper would have been 

received by any such officer. It is further to be observed,—and 

this fact has been strongly pressed against the respondents,—that, 

in his petition Madan Mohan described himself as holding the 

two villages at jummas aggregating 81 rupees, under a mokurrari 

deed, whereas the rent reserved by the deed now produced is 136 


. rupees. 


. before the Collectors order of the 26th of October 1854, and 


Their Lordships must observe that it is difficult, if not impos- 
sible, to extract from the proceedings last fidverted to any 
recognition, binding on the appellant, of Madan Mohan as 
mokurraridar of the villages in question under the deed now pro- 
pounded, or even under any deed. 

The jummabandi filed by the Rujunovis has been attacked, 
and the character of the party signing it was impugned by 
Madan Mohan himself in his petition. Tt i8 not shown under 
what circumstances it was filed; and,in any case, it was filed 


cannot be treated as binding on the appellant in equal degree 
with the returns made by him in pursuance of that order. And, 


a 
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P.C. lastly, it states that the rent of the villages is 81 rupees, and is, 
——-___—80 far, inconsistent with the deed now produced. The appellant 
Paanan Si cannot be held bound by the form of the’ sarbarakar’s receipts, 
Doraarnasap OF by the proceedings for the refund, to which he was no party. 

Tewant Their Lordships are not insensible to the defecta in the appel- 
lant’s proof, They have already intimated that, in their opinion, 
the evidence preponderates in favour of the hypothesis that 
whatever was given was given as a reward for past services, and 
‘was not recoverable upon the dismissal of Madan Mohan, of 
which dismissal there is in fact no proof. They have also pointed 
out that the appellant’s case as to the nature of the reward might, 
if true, have been better proved. But even if it be admitted 
that the appellant had failed to establish the particular case 
alleged by him, it does not follow that the Courts below were 
right in leaping to the conclusion that the respondents had estab- 
lished their right to hold the lands under their mokurrari 
tenure. “It is possible that the reward to Madan Mohan may 
have been an assignment of the rent of the villages to him for 
chis life, or other life interest. 

The appellant is the zemindar; as such he has a primd facie 
title to the gross collections from all the mauzas within his 
zemindari. It lay upon the respondents to defeat that right by 
proving the grant of an intermediate tenure. In their Lord- 
ships’ opinion there is in the record before them no satisfactory 
proof of the deed relied upon, or of any right or interest in 
these villages beyond, at most, the lifetime of Madan ‘Mohan . 
“Tewari. 

On the other hand, they have felt that the respondents have the 
‘concurrent judgments of the two Indian Courts in their favour; 
‘that some of the doubts thrown upon the instrument produced 
might have been removed if the original instrument, to which 
exceptions, which do not seem to have been taken in the Court 
below, have been taken here, had been before them; and that it 
that document does purport to bear the Raja’s seal or signature, 
no evidence to show that it is a forgery has been given. 

They have, therefore, somewhat reluctantly come to the 
conclusion ‘that the safer course is to remit the cause for 

-further -trial on additional evidence. If it shall come to such a 
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trial, the duty of the Court which tries it will be to require P. © 
satisfactory proofs of the genuineness of the mokurrari deed ___ 78? __ 
produced; for it is upon that, and not upon the defects in the pranan Ser 
appellant’s case, that the right of the respondents to hold these Duncarmasav 
villages under a perpetual and hereditary tenure ata fixed reni aes 
must depend. The order which their Lordships will humbly ` 
recommend Her Majesty to make on this appeal is, that the appeal 

be allowed, and that the decrees of both the Zilla and the High 

Court be reversed, and that the cause ke remitted to the High 

Court with directions to retry the same or cause the same to bé 

retried upon farther evidence on the first issue of facts, and to 

decide the same, or cause the same to be devided accordingly. 

With respect to the costs of this appeal, their Lordships propose to 

take the course which has been followed here in similar cases, 

viz., to cause the costs of both sides to be taxed, and to make it 

part of the order to be recommended to Hel Majesty that these 

costs be costs in the cause to be dealt with by the High*Court. 


In the fourth of these cases, the Raja of Ramnagar is the Riian lap Ba 
appellant, and Run Bahadur Sing and others are respondents. ; 
In this case, as in the last, the appellant has brought his suit to ™™ panaoun 
recover two villages which the respondents claim to hold on a 
mokurraritenure created by him. Their title is founded on three 
deeds, of which two are Bekh-birt deeds which purport to have 
been executed by the appellant as father and guardian of the 
infant son, for whom he originally claimed the zemindari on the 

_ + 13thof Jaishtha 1250 (being some time in 1843—44) ; and the third 
f is a deed of confirmation, purporting to have been executed by 
} the appellant in his own right on the 17th of Bhadra 1265 (1847- 

48). The appellant impeached these documents as forgeries ; 

and there may have been other questions to be tried concerning 

them. The Prifcipal Sudder Amgen, however, saw fit to settle 
one issue in bar in these words, viz.:—“ Does limitation apply 
or not; and when must the cause of action be said to have 
arisen in this suit;” and on the assumption that the determi- 
nation of the suit depended on that issue, proceeded at once to 
try it. 

The question raised by the issue was not whether the deeds im- 
peached were genuine, but whether the appellant was precluded 
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a by the law of limitation from showing that they were not genuine, 
a and the twelve years period of limitation was to be calculated not 
PRAMLAD > Sew necessarily from the date of the deeds impeached, but from the 
Rox Bazapva time when the appellant having notice of them might first have 

po brought his suit to impeach them. That time the appellant 

alleged to be the 27th of December 1854, in which case his suit, 
which was commenced on the 31st of December 1861 was in 
time. ` 
‘ The Principal Sudder Ameen, however, found the issue against 
him, and dismissed the suit. His decision proceeds on the ground 
that, on the 7th of December 1858, the appellant, by his mook~ 
tear, had filed a petition before the Collector, admitting ‘that 
the respondent, Run Bahadur Sing, was mokurraridar of the 
villages in question, and assenting to the payment of some rents 
in deposit to him out of the Collectorate. The Principal Suddeér 
Ameen held that this was an admission of the deeds impeached, 
and that the period of limitation was to be calculated from the 
-~ > date of the deeds. His decision was affirmed in effect by the 
High Court, and the question is whether those decisions can stand. 
It was almost admitted at the bar that they cannot. Itis obvious 
that the petition, if taken as mere proof that the appellant knew 
of the title asserted by the respondent in 1858, does not help the 
case, for he admits that he knew of it in 1854. On the other 
hand, to treat it as a conclusive admission of the genuineness of 
the deeds, and thence to infer that the appellant, having executed 
them, must have known of their existence at their date, is to , 
determine against him upon one piece of evidence, which may be 
capable of explanation, the material question in the cause, before 
the issue raising that question has been settled, and -without 
giving the party the means of bringing forward all the evidence 
which he may have to adduce upon it. . 

Their Lordships, therefore, must, in this case, ađvise Her 
Majesty to allow the appeal, to reverse the decrees of both the 
Courts below, and fo remand the cause for trial upon its merits, 
‘The miscarriage being that of the Judge, they think that the 
costs of this appeal should likewise be costs in the cause, and: 
should be dealt with in the samo ‘manner as those of the last 
case, 
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- In the fifth and last of these appeals, the Raja of Ramnagar PI a 
is appellant, and the Raja of Bettia is the respondent. eA eat 
The suit was brought by the appellant to recover 5,000 bigas Pranran Sex 
of land or thereabouts, being the whole or the larger part of the Manamasa 
lands included between the yellow and red lines on the Map, No. 2, Kisuoz BING. 
which is one of the exhibits in the cause; and with them the 
right of realizing certain profits derivable from a bazar attached 
to the fair which is periodically held within them at a place called 
Tribani. The question between the parties is, therefore, simply 
one of boundary, wiz., whether the property in dispute lies within 
the limits of the zemindari of Ramnagar or within those of the 
contiguous zemindari of Bettiah. The northern boundary of 
that property is the river Bechund, which, in that locality, is the 
frontier line between the territories of British India and the 
Kingdom of Nepal. 
The suit has been decided both by the Court of first instance 
and also by the High Court of Calcutta, upon the question of 
limitation. The plaint was filed on the 3lst of December 1861. 
On this point of limitation the respondent raised two distinct 
questions. He alleged that the boundaries between the two Raja 
had been fixed and adjudicated by a decision of the Thakbust 
(or survey) authority, dated the 11th February 1848; and that 
under Act XIII of 1848, the appellant’s suit was barred, because 
brought more than three years after the date of that decision. 
He also alleged that it was barred by the general law of limitation. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen, who first tried this case, held 
that the suit was barred by both the special and the general law 
of limitation. The High Court entertaining some doubt as to the 
application of Act XIII of 1848 to the particular case, rested its 
decision upon the general law of limitation alone. 

In the course of the argument their Lordships intimated their 
opinion that this case was not within Act XIII of 1848, because 
the operation of that Act is in terms limited to awards made by the 
revenue authorities under Regulation VIT of 1822, Regulation 
IX of 1826, and Regulation IX of 1833; and the learned Counsel 
for the respondent had failed to show that the Thakbust proceeding 
in question was an award made under either of those Regulations, 
They now deem it right to observe that having, since the close 
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of the argument, examined the regulations more closely, they are 


15 Jw 


not prepared to say that the Thakbust proceeding of the 11th of ` 


io an February 1848, may not be an award under Regulation IX of 


Manaraza 1826, within the meaning of the Act, For although Regulation 


RAJENDRA 


Kinor Swa VII of 1822 was, originally, limited in its operation to what are 


now known as the North-Western Provinces, many of its pro- 
visions were by Regulation IX of 1825, extended to the Lower 
Provinces of Bengal; and looking at the 2nd and 3rd sections of 
the latter Regulation, and sections 36 to 44 (both inclusive) of the 
survey manual issued by the Board of Revenue, their “Lordships 
think it probable that Mr. Chapman, as Superintendent of 
Survey, was duly invested with power to determine boundary dis- 
putes, by an award under the 34th section of Regulation VII of 
1822; and may have made such an award by the proceedingtin 
question. The proceeding seems to have been assumed in the 


Courts below to be an award within the scope of Act XIII of, 


1848; and if the determination of this appeal necessarily turned 
upon the applicability of that Act to the present case, their Lord- 
ships would have had that point re-argued with reference to the 
Regulations to which they have drawn attention. 

Their Lordships, however, have come to the conclusion that 
the Courts below have properly held that this suit is barred by 
the general law of limitation. The appellant comes into Court, 
admitting upon the face of his plaint that he is out of possession, 
and has been so for more than ten years; and the date which he 
assigns to his dispossession is the 20th of March 1851. ` Upon 
the issue as settled by the Court, it lay upon him to establish 
that he was in possession up to that date; or, failing in that, 
that the date at which he or some former proprietor of Ramnagar 
was last in possession, is consistent with a right to institute 
this suit, Act VIII of 1859, section 32, shows that the plaint- 
iff is bound to satisfy the Court that his right of action is not 
barréd by lapse of time. 

In the present case the Magistrate’s order of the 26th of March 
18651 certainly did not cause the dispossession. As far as its 
effect can be ascertained, if it proves anything, it proves that 
the appellant was then out of possession, and had been so, at all 
events, since the date of the Thakbust proceeding of the lith 
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of February 1848; it does notin any degree prove that he or P.Q 
any former Raja of Ramnagar had been in possession at any = — e 
former period. The appellant has, however, produced evidence PRAHLAD SEN 
to show that, in point of fact, he was in possession after the date Mananasa 
of the Thakbust proceeding, and up to 1851. But both the Kisuor Siva. 
Courts below have treated that evidence as unworthy of credit; 
and their Lordships cannot see any grounds for holding that 
they were wrong in that conclusion. That there was any pos- 
session adverse to the Raja of Bettia after the date of the Thak- 
bust proceeding, seems highly improbable. 

Creat stress is then laid upon the report and proceedings of the 
Commissioners, who, in 1847, settled the frontiers of Nepal and 
British India, and on the evidence given in this cause by two of the 
Nepalese Commissioners. The effect of the official documents 
is merely to show that as between the.two Governments it was 
settled in January 1847 that whatever was north of the Bechund, 
within certain limits, beginning from the Tribani Ghat, and 

extending to Garh Someswar, was to be treated as Nepalese, and 
\ all south of that river as British territory. It is true that one 
: document recommends that the Amla of Ramnagar should be 
directed not to make any collections north of the Bechund, ahd 
that another’ speaks of settling the boundary of Ramnagar. 
But it is to be observed that if Map No. 2 be compared with 
with any good general Map of India, and the frontier line of 
Nepal and the course of the river Bechund be carefully exa- 

. mined, it will be found that a considerable portion of the tract 
south of the Bechund, which was the subject of discussion, lies 
beyond the red line on Map No. 2, and within the admitted 
limits of Ramnagar. And it was far from improbable that the 
Commissioners and the resident should speak of all the lands 
south of the Bechund as Ramnagar without adverting to the 
precise boundary-line between that and the contiguous zemindari 

of Bettia, with which they had no concern. Again, the testi- 
mony of the two Nepalese Commissioners préves at most that, 
according to their information at the time, the collections of the 
Tribani Fair, and the lands immediately south of the Bechund 
river at that point, were in 1847 in the possession of the Raja 

of Ramnagar, who has since been dispossessed by the Raja of 
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P.C. Bettia, The evidence might be worth something if it stood 
oes alone; but when opposed by that which is to be gathered from 
Praman Sew the contemporaneous Thakbust proceeding, it is really worth 
Mananasa little or nothing. 
eee From that proceeding it appears clearly that before January 
1846, the boundary between the two zemindaris was in dispute, 
and that on the lst of February of that year, Mr. Yule, the 
ticcadar of Ramnagar, under the Collector, invoked the aid of 
the Superintendent of Survey, complaining that in the Fusli 
year 1253, the Bettia Raja had forcibly collected the proceeds 
of the fair. The inference is, that if he had ever had possession 
of the lands on which the fair is held, he had then been dispos- 
sessed. The Bettia Raja, on the 2nd of May 1846, brought 
his case before Mr. Chapman, and asserted that the lands in 
question had been always part and parcel of his zemindari. The 
Map No. 2 was then made. The Amla on both sides pointed 
out what each side considered the boundary line; and these are 
designated by the red and yellow lines*upon the map. Mr. 
Chapman, however, delayed to make any final order in the 
matter before the decree of the Sudder Court affirming the title 
ofthe appellant had been made. Itis proved that the appellant 
then executed a mooktearnama in the name of Lala Sohar Dutt, 
and appeared by that person in the subsequent proceedings; and 
he must be taken to have then adopted the proceedings of My. 
Yule, who seems, on the appellant’s appearance, to have retired 
from the contest. The final judgment of Mr. Chapman was on 
the 11th of February 1848, as has been already stated. It 
held, on the proofs of possession before him, that the greater 
part, if not the whole, of the lands between the yellow and the 
red lines, with the right to the profits of the fair, belonged to 
Bettia, and settled a line of, demarcation which, if not identical 

with the red line, at least includes the lands, which are the subject 
of this suit, within the limit of Bettia. 

Now, whatever We the effect of that proceeding, and whether 
jt were or were not an award under “Regulation VIL of 1822, it 
cannot be treated as being other than a material piece of evidence 
upon the question of possession, now under consideration. To 
discredit it, their Lordships have been referred to the procecd- 
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ings before the Magistrate on the 2lst of March 1851, and P.O 
to the decree in the civil suit which was brought thereon. 1o 
But these seem to their Lordships not to relate to the lands Paina Sex 
now in question, or to the effect of Mr. Chapman’s proceed- Marana 
, but to other lands, and to a question of boundary settled Ge ea 
ee some other proceeding. Their Lordships think that this pro- 
ceeding before Mr. Chapman establishes that the property in dispute 
_ was then in the possession of the Bettia Raja, and that there is 


no satisfactory evidence that it has ever since ceased to be so. 


They further think that this carefal local investigation, con- 
ducted in the presence of both parties, and implying that the 
property in dispute had always formed part of the Bettia zemin- 
dari, casts upon the appellant the burthen of showing by satis- 
factory counter-evidence at what precise time, if ever, the Raja 
of Ramnagar was in possession of it. And their Lordships 
agree with the Judges of the High Court that this he has failed 
‘todo. There may have been assertions of right such as were 
likely to occur in respect of a tract of wild and jungly land on 

; the confines of two large estates; but of an actual legal posses- 
; sion, and of the determination of it at any given time, thêre is 
f no proof. And their Lordships must observe that it is a fallacy 
i to treat the appellant, as one of the reasons in the petition of 
appeal seems to treat him, as having necessarily twelve years 
from the date of the establishment of his title in which to enforce 
‘this claim. For he did not come in under a new title; he mere- 
{ * ly established his right to succeed to the former Raja of Ram- 
‘nagar; and if the right of that Raja to sue for the property in 
question was barred by the Law of Limitation, the right of the Š 
appellant was also barred. 


Their Lordships, therefore, think that the decrees under appeal 
may be supported on the ground stated by Mr. Justice Morgan, 
viz., that even if the appellant was allowed to deduct the full 
period during which this suit concerning the® Raj was pending, 
he had failed to show that he had a right of suit which accrued 
to him during the legal period of limitation. ey | NE 

If, however, it were granted that a right of action accrued to 
the appellant at the date of the Thakbust proceeding,—and their 
Lordships think it impossible on the evidence to fix the dispos- 
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P.Q session at a later date,—the suit would, nevertheless, fall within ' 
_- 18° __ the twelve years’ limitation, unless the appellant could show that he 
Rasa SAHIB , ‘ - š 
Prana Senis entitled to deduct the whole or some part of the period between 

Manaraza February 1848 and the beginning of 1858. And to support this 

i penan Na. claim to deduction, he must show that during the period to be 
deducted, he was, in the words of the Regulation, “from good 
and sufficient cause, precluded from obtaining redress.” 

Their Lordships would have great difficulty in affirming the 
proposition that such good and sufficient cause had here been 
shewn to exist. The appellant’s title to Ramnagar was estab- 
lished in the Courts of India in September 1846; he was put in 
possession of the property in June 1848, though between May 
1854 and some day in the beginning of 1858 it was again under 
attachment. How can it be said that, in these circumstances, he 
was between 1848 and 1858 precluded from maintaining a suit 
for protecting his zemindari, and recovering lands taken from it 
by encroachment? It would be very ‘dangerous; in their Lord- 
ships’ opinion, to lay down as a rule that the pendency of an 
appeal to England puts the party who, subject to that appeal, is 
the owner of an estate, under a legal disability to bring a suit in 
that character against third parties. 

The cases, which have been cited, are very distinguishable 
from the present. In Troup v. The East India Company (1) the 
good and sufficient cause was insanity, a personal disability 
ejusdem generis with infancy, which is specified in the Re- 

g gulations. In Raja Enayet Hossein v. Sayud Ahmed Reza (2) . 
the facts are complicated; but it will be found that the deci- 
sion proceeded on the ground that the title upon which the 
plaintiff sued had only accrued to him on the 15th of Janu- 
ary 1842, when Her Majesty’s Order in Council had determined 
the right of succession to be ip the general heiré according to the 
Sheah law of succession, and that the suit to which the bar was 
pleaded bad been commenced in February 1852. Here the 
appollant’s title to Ramnagar, subject to the appeal to England,“ 
was complete in 1846. 

Their Lordships, therefore, must humbly advise Her Majesty 
to dismiss this appeal, and to affirm the decrees of the Courts 
below, with costs. ` 

' (1) 7 Moore, L A., 104. (2) 7 Moore, I, A., 238. 
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BAIJNATH SAHU anp oruuns (Praintirrs) v. LALA SITAL PRASAD 
AND OTHERS (DerENDaANTS).* 


Costs of Partition—Act XV. of 1859— Regulation XIX of 1814—Act XI. of 
1838—Jurisdiction of Civil Court. 


š 


The Civil Court decreed partition (batwara) of an. estate npon a suit brought by 
some of the co-sharers in the estate, and ordered the plaintiffs to pay the costs of 
the partition. The Collector, however, called upon the defendants, the other co-sharera, 
to pay a portion of the fees to the Ameen who effected the partitjon, namely in à 
5 proportion to the shares allotted to them by the decree, and in default of payment of 
{ the whole of such portion, he sold tho defendants’ shares in the estate. Held, the 
Collector-acted u/ira vires, and a suit was maintainable in a Civil Court to set aside 
the sale and for recovery of the property. 


‘ Tars suit was brought to set aside an auction-sale of a mehal . 
"situated in Mauza Mangalpur, and for recovery of the share of 
j _ the plaintiffs therein. The plaintiffs alleged, that the defendants 
No. 6 and 6, Mussamut Kudaran and Bhagnat Saran, having 
purchased 14-anna share of the mebal in dispute from one of the 
proprietors, brought a suit in the Civil Court against the plaintiffs, ` 
Baijnath Sahu, Dulari Sahu, and Ram Saran Sahu and others, 
who were proprietors of the remaining 14}-anna share of the 
mehal, for a batwara (partition) of the wholednto two separate - 
shares, namely of 1}-anna and 144-anna, respectively, and obtain- a 
eda decree; that the Court also decreed that the entire costs ° 


* Special Appeal from a decrees of the Principal Budder Ameen of Shahabad, 
affirming a decree of the Moonsiff of Buxar in that district. 
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of the balance were to be borne by the plaintiffs in that 
suit; that on proceedings being taken before the Collector 
to carry out the decree, he called upon the plaintiffs and the 
other holders of the 144-anna share to pay in a certain pro- 
portion of the fees due to the Ameen who was employed in 
making the batwara (partition), and the plaintiffs paid in Rs. 18, 
but the other holders of the 144-anna share having failed to 
pay the balance, the whole 14}-anna share was put up to sale 
by the Collector, and was purchased by the defendants 1 to 4, 
Lala Sital Prasad, Ramdhyan Lal, Sheikh Dukhawnt Ali, 
and on his death his widow Musst. Kudaran ; that the plaintiffs had 
noknowledge or notice of the issue of processes under sections 


6, 6,and 7, Act XI. of 1859, and that the property had been 


sold at an inadequate price. 

Both the lower Courts dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit, on the 
ground that they had failed to make out the irregularities com- 
plained of in the conducting of the sale. 

Plaintiffs appealed specially. The case came on before L. S. 
Jackson and Mirrer,JJ., by whom a question to the following 
effect was referred for the opinion of a Full Bench: “ Whether, 
having regard to the provisions of Act XI. of 1859, the suit was 
cognizable by the Civil Court ?” 

The learned Judges were of opinion that the Civil Court was 
competent to entertain the suit; but as they considered that 
opinion to be in conflict with Umesh Chandra Chatterjee v. The 
Collector of the 24-Pergunnas (1), they referred the question for 
the opinion of a Full Bench, with the following remarks by 


Mirtsr, J.—The property in dispute in this case consists of 
a mehal paying revenue to Government. It appears that the 


` Civil Court had passed a decree for a batwara (partition) of this 


mehal into two distinct shires, namely 144-anna and 14-anna 
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. 


-This decree was passed in a suit brought by a certain individual . 


_ who had purchaseg the latter share from one of the proprietors, 


and the plaintiffs in this case and certain other persons represent- 
ing the remaining 14}-anna share were made defendants in that 


suit. The Civil Court, however, decreed the entire expenses 


(1) 8 W. B., 489. 


y REPORTS, . 
tb., 1869. X 


VOL. IL] FULL BENCH RULINGS. ; 3 


of the batwara to be borne by the plaintiffs in that case, upon 1868 
the ground that it was for his benefit alone that the batwara was par pela 
ordered to be made. It is to be borne in mind, that the Legisla- v. 
ture has vested the Civil Court with full and ample jurisdiction Tara Sirab 
in the matter of such expenses, as is expressly provided for by the 
5th section of Regulation XIX. of 1814. Whilst the estate was 
under batwara (partition), the Collector suddenly called upon the 
plaintiff and the other holders of the 144-anna share to pay in 
a certain proportion of the fees due to the Ameen who was 
employed in making the batwara (partition). No heed appears to 
have been paid to the direction contained in the decree of the 
Civil Court, nor does it appear that any permission was taken 
by the Collector from the Board of Revenue as to the mode ing 
which the fees of the Ameen were to be realized, as required by 
section 2 of Act II. of 1838. The batwara (partition) record 
merely shows that the plaintiffs and the other holders of the 144- 
anna share were called upon to pay, simply upon the kaifiat of 
an Amla, who was directed by the Collector to prepare an 
estimate of the respective liabilities of the different shareholders. 
The respondents are unable to deny these facts, but they rely 
simply upon a Circular Order of the Board of Revenue, to which 
| I shall refer hereafter. The plaintiffs paid in what they settled 
to be their own quota of the amount due, but the other holders 
of. the 144-nnna share having failed to pay up the balance, the 
whole 14}-anna was sold under the provisions of Act XI. of 
1859, and purchased by the respondents. The plaintiffs have, 
accordingly, brought this suit for recovering their own share out 
of the 14}-anna aforesaid, by annulling the sale. Both the 
lower Courts have dismissed the suit, upon the ground that the 
irregularities complained of by the plaintiffs have not been 
made out according to law. Hence the present special appeal. © 
Upon the facts stated above, I am of opinion that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to a decree. It is manifest that there was no arrear 
-' due from the holders of the 144-anna share. ° The Civil Court 
had already decreed that the expenses of the batwara were to 
be borne exclusively by the purchaser of the 14-anna share, 
who was the plaintiff in the former suit, and the Revenue Autho- 
rities were bound to submit to that decree. I do not think that 


BEN. Law 
16 Fob 


- 4, HIGH COURT OF JUDIOATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L.R. 


1868 the Board of Revenue is competent to over-ride the directions 
ied regarding the distribution of the batwara expenses, contained 
San 

>. ina decree passed by a Court of competent jurisdiction, even 

be Sepa when the sanction of the Government has been obtained under 
the provisions of section 2, Act XI. of 1838. It is very true, | 

that that section authorizes the Revenue Board, with the sanction 

of the Governor of Bengal, to fix the amount of remuneration 

to be paid to a batwara Ameen, and to cause the same to be 

levied from the parties concerned, in the same manner as an 

arrear of revenue, and at such periods andin such proportions a8 

the said Board might think fit. But these last words “in such 

proportions, &c.,” do not authorize the Board of Revenue or even 

@ the Governor of Bengal, to interfere with an award - made by a 

competent Court in the matter of such remuneration. It will 

be observed that the Civil Court is the only authority that can 

make an order for an unequal distribution of the expenses of 

a batwara. In other cases, where the batwara is made without 

a suit in the Civil Court, there is but one uniform rule regarding 

` the payment of those expenses, in proportion to the jummas 

of the shares respectively held by the coparceners, among 

- whom the batwara is to be made. See section 4, Regulation 

XIX. of 1814. I think that the words “ such proportions” merely 

refer to the instalments by which the amount is to be realized, 

` and that they have nothing to do with the respective liabilities 

of the different coparceners as between themselves, these liabi- 
lities being expressly -defined by sections 4 and 6 of Regulation | 

XIX. of 1814, both of which sections are still in force. To 

give any further latitude to the words of Act XL of 1838, 

would be to nullify those two sections altogether, whereas the 

only section of Regulation XIX. of 1814, which was intended to 

be repealed by the later Act, was section 15, ,At any rate, it 

is clear, that in this case the Revenue Board has not made any 

order in the matter of the batwara expenses. The Collector 

seems to have acted merely upon the report of an Amla, and 

a proceeding of this description can be by no means taken as a 

* proceeding within the meaning of section 2, Act XI. of 1838, 

conceding for the sake of argument only, that a proceeding 

under that section can over-ride a decree of the Civil Court. 
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It has been said that there is a general Circular Order of the 
Board of Revenue, which lays down the mode in which the 
fees of batwara Ameens are to be levied ; but such a Circular 
Order can hardly supply the place of a proceeding under the 
provisions of section 2, Act XI. of 1838, if we are at all to hold 
that by virtue of those provisions the Board of Revenue has 
been authorized to alter the respective liabilities of the different 
coparceners contrary to the express directions of the Civil 
Court. A Circular Order issued once for all and laying down 
a uniform rule for the distribution of the batwara expenses 
would not be sufficient to meet the requirements of that section, 
if that section is to be interpreted as vesting the Board of 


Revenue with the power of setting aside the provisions of a, 


final decree passed by a Court of competent jurisdiction; for. if 
we are to suppose that the Board of Revenue possesses such a 
power, that power must necessarily be exercised according to 
some supposed grounds of justice arising from some change in 
the circumstances of each particular case. It follows, therefore, 
that there was not a single pice that could be realized 
from the 144-anna shareholders as an arrear of Govern- 
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ment revenue. It has been said that the plaintiffs are estopped | 


from contending, that there was no arrear due, because they 
have already paid in a certain amount as their own quota 


of that arrear. But this argument is not entitled to the: 


least weight. If no arrears were due from the plaintiffs, it 
matters very little that they have paid anything under the 
erroneous order passed by the Collector. It may be doubted 
as to whether they can recover it back from the Collec- 
tor; but it is perfectly clear that the Collector did not stop the 
sale of the plaintiffs’ share on the receipt of that amount, and 
it does not lie in any one’s mouth to say that the plaintiffs are 
precluded by their conduct fromsimpugning the existence of a 
legally sufficient arrear. . 
The last objection taken by the pleader for the respondent 
requires a separate notice. It hasbeen contended that the plaintiffs 
did not make this a ground of their complaint before the Commis- 
sioner of Revenue, and they are therefore precluded from raising 
any objection against the validity of the sale. Upon such a ground 
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under the provisions of section 33, Act XI. of 1859, I am of 
opinion that this objection is not sound. The ground taken by 
the special appellants is one which strikes at the very root of 
the Collector’s jurisdiction to sell the property in question, nor 
does it appear to be a ground that could have been properly 
urged before the Commissioner of Revenue, inasmuch as that 
officer could not have set aside the sale even if the plaintiffs 
had brought it to his notice. Section 33 merely says that “ no 
sale for arrears of revenue or other demands realizable in the same 
manner as arrears of revenue are realizable, made after the passing 
of this Act, shall be annulled by a Court of Justice, except upon 
the ground of its having been made contrary to the provisions 


.of this, Act, and then only on proof that the plaintiff has 


sustained substantial injury by reason of the-irregularity com- 
plained of; and no such sale shall be annulled upon such ground, 
unless such ground shall have been declared and specified in an 
appeal made to the Commissioner under section 25 of this Act; 
and no suit to annula sale made under this Act shall be 
received by any Court of Justice, unless it shall be instituted 
within one year from the date of the sale becoming final and 
conclusive, a8 provided in section 27 of this Act.” It will be 
observed, that the very first words of this section presuppose a 
sale for arrears of revenue or for other demands leviable in the 
same manner as an arrear of revenue, and the provisions of that 
section can by no means apply to a case in which no such arrears 
were actually due. It will be seen that section 25 of the Act 
authorizes the Commissioner to annul a sale, only when there is 
an irregularity in conducting it, in contravention of the provi- 
sions of Act XI. of 1859, but the non-existence of an arrear 
being a ground which affects the jurisdiction of the Collector 
to proceed under that Act,is not a mere irregularity in con- 
ducting the sale in contravefition of that Act. The plaintiffs 
were in no way bound to ask for the exercise of the discretion 
vested inthe Comméssioner under the provisions of the following 
section, viz. section 26. That section evidently applies to those 
whose estates have been regularly and properly sold, but who, 
under the special circumstances of the case, might be deemed 
by the Commissioner as parties entitled to some merciful consi- 
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I have already observed, that the jurisdiction of the Collector 
to hold a sale under Act XI. of 1859, is essentially dependent 
upon the existence of a legally sufficient arrear, and it appears 
to me unreasonable to suppose that the legislature has taken 
away from parties their remedy in a case in which no arrear 
was due, when a mere informality in conducting the sale might 
be sufficient to vitiate it. To put such a construction upon 
section 33, appears to me to lead to the inevitable conclusion 
that the Collector might safely contravene the provisions of all 
other Acts and Regulations, provided he adheres to the mere 
formalities of a sale prescribed by Act XI. of 1859, unless the 
Commissioner would choose, out of mere commiseration, to report 
the matter to Government as a case of hardship under section 
26, which section is not even alluded to in section 33 ; and under 
which section, therefore, the special appellants were not bound 
to appeal to that officer against the proceedings of the Collector. 
Suppose, for instance, that the Collector had sold the estate of 
one person for arrears of revenue due from another, which, in 
fact, is the present case, and that the sale had been conducted 
in strict conformity with the provisions of Act XI. of 1859,— 


can it be said that the sale would stand good if no appeal had 


been preferred to the Commissioner, when it is clear that the 
Commissioner could not have granted any relief under section 
25, as there would be-nothing in the Collector’s proceedings 
contrary to the provisions of Act XI. of 1859. In such a case, 
it appears to me manifestly erroneous to hold, that a party is 
bound to appeal to a particular authority upon a particular 
ground, when that authority to whom that appeal is to be 
preferred can give him no relief upon that ground. I think 
that such a construction would be opposed to the letter as well 
as the spirit of the Act, and there can be no doubt thatif no 
remedy were available to thee plaintiffs in the present case, it 
would be passing over a gross act of injustice, however unwil- 
lingly that act might have been committed by the Collector. 
The sale in question appears to me, consequently, to have been, 
ab initio, null and void; and it cannot, therefore, be taken as a 
“gale for arrears of revenue,” within the meaning of section 33, 
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Act XI. of 1859. The case of Umesh Chandra Chatterjee v. 1868 
The Collector of the 24-Pergunnas (1) is, no doubt, directly in Batwnarn 
favor of the respondents, but I-am sorry to say that, for the SAND 
reasons given above, I am unable to concur with the learned 
Judges who passed that decision. I would, therefore, refer 
thia case to a Full Bench for an authoritative decision. 


v. 
Tana SITAL 
PRASAD. 


JaoKson, J.—I incline to think, generally, for the reasons 
stated by Mr. Justice Dwarkanath Mitter, that the Civil 
Court was competent to entertain a suit for the reversal of the 
sale in the present case, and that the sale ought to havo been 
set aside and the property restored to the plaintiff; but as this 

` opinion is in conflict with the ruling cited in Umesh Chandra 
Chatterjee v. The Collector of the 24-Pergunnas (1), it is necessary 
the case should go before a Full Bench. 

The question to be decided is as follows: On the suit of one 
or more co-sharers, a batwara (partition) is decreed by the Civil 
Court, which makes provision in its decree for the payment of the 
expenses of partition by certain co-sharers indicated. On pro- 
ceedings taken before the Collector in pursuance of the decree, 
he calls upon some of the co-sharers, not in accordance with the 
decree, but upon other considerations, to pay in the expenses 
(Ameen’s fees) remaining due; and on failure by such co-sharer, 
(not being the party ordered by the Civil Court to bear the 
expense) puts up the share of such co-sharer for sale as for an 
arrear of Government revenue. The co-sharer whose shure is 
.sold, without making an appeal to the Commissioner of Revenue, 
under section 33, Act XI. of 1859, brings a suit to set aside the s 
sale and to recover the property, alleging that there was no 
arrear due, which was recoverable as an arrear of Government 
rovenue, and that the provisions of the Act do not apply. Is 
tho suit cognizable by the Civil Court or not? 


Spee paea 


Baboo Chandra Madhab Ghose (with him Baboo Ramesh 

Chandra Mitter) for appellants.—The Colle@¢tor proceeded as 

if section 4 of Regulation XIX. of 1814 applied, but 
section 5 was what he should looked at. Nor has section 2 g 

« of Act XL of 1858 any bearing upon thé case. Section 33 


(1) 8 W. R., 439. 
- 2—B 
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ofAct XI. of 1859 presupposes the existence of an arrear or other 
demand, which there was not in this case, so that does not apply. 
It was decided in Jugal Kishor Roy v- Khaja Ashanullah (1), 
Sarup Chandra Bhattacharji v. Kashishwart Dasi (2), aid Ala 
Baksh Shah v. Nubi Baksh (3) that where a Collector sold the 
immoveable property of the judgment-debtor, without first selling 
the moveable property, a Civil suit will lie to set aside the sale by 
reason of illegality and want of jurisdiction. Under the cir- 
cumstances of the present case, it is clear that the whole pro- 
ceedings of the Collector were from the very beginning illegal 
and without jurisdiction, and therefore null and void; therefore 


15 Fell 


the party aggrieved by the act of the Collector has his remedy - 


in the Civil Court. 


Baboo Annada Prasad Banerjee for respondents.—Appellants 
ought to have first praceeded under Act XI. of 1859. After the 
notice of demand was served upon them, they could have 
appeared hefore the Collector, and objected that they were notliable 
for the demand. They had also the right of appealing to the Com- 
missioner under section 25, and on failure to obtain the desired 
relief from the Commissioner, they were then entitled to institute 
a Civil suit, otherwise not. The decision in the case of Jugal 
Kishor Roy v. Khaja Ashanullah (4) takes a limited view of the 
Sale Law. Section 25 does not merely provide for the 
irregularity in conducting the sale, but generally for the infrac- 
tion of the provisions of the Sale Law by the Collector. The 


several decisions cited by the pleader for ihe appellant, only, 


go to the extent of showing that, under the circumstances of 
those cases, the proceedings of the Collector were held to beillegal. 
But all acts of illegality do not necessarily imply a want of 
jurisdiction, the proceeding of the Collector in this case was 
not without jurisdiction; and,cannot, therefgre, be impeached. 
Nawab Sidhi Nazar Ali Khan x. Ajodhyaram Khan (5). 


The opinions of the Full Bench were delivered as follows:— 
e 


Macrnerson, J.—I would answer this question in the 
affirmative, for there was nothing due from the plaintiff which 


1) 4 W. R. (Act X. Ral), 6. (4) 4 W R. (Act X. Rul), 6. 
2) 6 W. R. (Act X. Rul), 55. (5) 10 Moore’s I. A., 540. ° 
3) 9 W.R, 600 
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was recoverable as an arrear of Government revenue, and there- 
fore the provisions of Act XI. of 1859 are not applicable to the 
case, and the plaintiff is not debarred by that Act from bring- 
ing the present suit. 

As the partition was being carried out by the Collector under 
a decree of a Civil Court, and as the latter had directed that all 
the costs of the partition should be paid by the proprietor of 
the lł-anna share alone, the Collector had no power to order 
the Ameen’s cosis to be paid by the plaintif. That this is so, 
appears upon a consideration of Regulation XIX. of 1814 and 
Act XI. of 1838, upon which two enactments the whole question 
turns, It is quite: clear that, when the partition is made under 
x decree of a Civil Court, the Court, and not the Collector, 
has power to direct by whom and in what proportions the costs 
ure to be paid. 

Section 3 of Regulation XIX. of 1814 enacts, that “ the 
division of every zemindari, independent talook, or other estate 
paying revenue immediately to Government, which may be 
ordered to be divided into two or more distinct estates, and the 
apportioning of the fixed jumma on the whole of the estate on the 
several shares, are to be executed under the superintendence of 
the Collector of the District in which the estate may be situated.” 

Section 4 relates to cases in which the co-sharers all join in 
applying to the Collector for a partition, without their having 
recourse at all to a Civil Court. It is provided that all autho- 


rised expenses incurred in making the division are to be borne’ 


*by the proprietors in the proportion which the jumma of their 
respective shares, after the division has been completed, shall 
bear to the jumma of the whole estate. ‘ This rule, however, 
is not be understood to preclude the parties concerned from 
entering into private adjustment among themselves of the pro- 
portions in which such expenses shall be severally borne by 
them; and whenever the whole amount demandable on that 
account shall be tendered to the Collector by gne or more of the 
parties, he shall receive the same accordingly ; and, on the 
contrary, if the amount be not so tendered, he is to enforce the 
rule above laid down (if it be not paid) by the same process, 
against the sharer or sharers failing in the payment of their 
proportions, as is prescribed for levying arrears of revenue.” 
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1868 Section 5 relates to cases in which the partition is to be car- 
Banari ried out by the Collector in obedience to the direction of a 
ALO 


v. Civil Court. It says: < Whenever the Courts of Justice may 
een pass a decree awarding to any person the proprietary right in 
a portion of an estate paying revenue to Government, 

and may issue a precept to the Collector requiring him to divide 

the estate, * * * * they‘shall make it a general rule to direct at the 

same time that the party or parties who may have withheld 

the right so decreed, shall defray the whole of the expense 
which may be incurred in the subsequent process of dividing, 
separating, and giving possession of, and apportioning the 
public revenue’on the portion of the estate or land so decreed. 
Provided, however, that if any special reason shall appear for 

a deviation from this general rule, the Court shall be at liberty 

to direct the expense in question to be defrayed by all, or any 

of the parties to the decree, in such proportions as the Court 
passing the decree may, from a consideration of the particular 
circumstances of the case, deem equitable. Copies of all orders 

se which the Courts may pass under this section are invariably 
to be transmitted to the Collector for his guidance, together with | 
the precept which the Court may issue to him requiring him to _ 
divide the estate.” 

It will be observed, that it is not provided that the Collector 
is to enforce payment of expenses or costs which are payable 
under section 5, or that the amount is to be levied (like costs 
or expenses payable under eonan 4), by the process “ prescribed 
for levying arrears of revenue.’ 

Section 12 enacts, that “ when an estate shall be ordered to be 
divided, the Collector shall appoint a creditable Ameen to make 
the division, who shall receive a percentage, on the amount of 
the jumma of the whole estate, as a remuneration for his trouble 
and the expense of establishment.” 

Section 15 fixes the amount of the Ameen’s percentage, and 
provides | that when a measurement of the land is necessary, the 
additional establishment for the performance of this special duty 
. «c shall be separately paid by the several sharers in proportion 

to their respective interests in the estate, by a monthly allowance 
to be approved by the Collector.” This section also provides 
that the Collector on delivering the sunnud to the Ameen, shall 
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advance to him one-third of his percentage, aud it gives direc- 
tions as to how and when the remaining two-thirds are to be 
paid. 

But this section (15) is repealed by Act XI. of 1838, section 2 
of which enacts “ that it shall be lawful for the Sudder Board 
of Revenue at Calcutta, with the sanction of the Gover- 
nor of Bengal, to fix the remuneration of an Ameen, and to 
cause the same to be levied from the parties concerned, in the 
game manner as an arrear of revenue, at such periods, and in 
such portions, as the said Board may think fit.” 

It is under the authority supposed to be given by these sections, 
that the Collector, in the present case, treated the amount in the 
payment of which the plaintiff made default, as an arrear of 
revenue, and sold his share under Act XI. of 1859. 

Section 5 of Regulation XIX. of 1814, which gives the Civil 
Court power to direct by whom and in what portions the ex- 
penses of the partition are to be borne, remains unrepealed. 
Section 15 alone is expressly repealed by Act XI. of 1838; and 
the object of that Act is merely to abolish the fixed percentage, 
and the other rules relating to the percentage contained in section 
15, and to substitute in their room a variable remuneration to 
depend upon the discretion of the Board of Revenue, exercised 
with the sanction of the Governor of Bengal. Section 2 of 


Act XI. cannot be read as repealing one of the most material. 


parts of section 5 of Regulation XIX. of 1814, merely because 
it empowers the Board of Revenue, with the sanction of Gov- 
ernment, to fix the remuneration of an Ameen, and to cause 
the same to be levied as an arrear of revenue in such propor- 
tions as the Board may think fit. It isto he read as applying 
only to cases under section 4, which empowered the Collector 
to enforce payment of the expenses incurred in making partitions 
under that section, and not as interfering with the jurisdiction 
expreesly given to the Civil Courts by section 6. 

Section 15 of Regulation XIX. of 1814 having been repealed, 
the Collector is not now, whatever he may have been so long 
as that section remained in force, under any obligation to make 
an advance to the Ameen. If the party who has been directed 
by the Civil Court to pay the costs, does not'do so, and if none 
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of the others interested put the Collector in funds to proceed, 
all that the Collector. has to do is to hold his hand, and report 
the state of things to the Civil Court, under whose precept he 
is acting. The Civil Court has ample power to deal with such 
a contingency. 

It is not unworthy of remark, that in none of the letters or 
orders of the Board of Revenue upon the subject of partitions, 
can I find any allusion to section § of Regulation XIX. of 1814, 
or to the case of a partition which is made by the Collector in 
obedience to an order of a Civil Court. Section 4 is the section 
to which alone express.reference is made, and the form which is 
given in the later rules as that to be used by the Collector 
in making his report to the Commissioner as to batwaras (parti- 
tions) which are pending, is expressly stated in the rule to be the 
form of the report to be made by Collectors under clauses 1 and 3 
of section 4. Itis probable that it never was intended by the 
Board of Revenue that their rules sh ould be applied to cases 
falling under section 5. 

It remains to consider whether the sale having, as a matter of 
fact, been conducted under Act XL of 1859, the present 
suit is therefore barred. I agree substantially with Mr. Justice 
Dwarkanath Mitter in the observations which, in referring the 
matter to a Full Bench, he made on this part of the case. I 
think that as nothing was due from the plaintiff which could 
legally be recovered from him as an arrear of Government 
revenue, the Collector had no jurisdiction to proceed against the 
plaintiffs property under Act XI. of 1859. That Act defines 
what the term “ arrears of revenue” meats, and declares that the 


« CivilCourts shall have no jurisdiction to interfere when sales ` 


have taken place under the provisions of the Act.” In the present 
case, no arrears of revenue was due, nor anything which could 
legally be levied as such. ect XI. of 1859, therefore, did not 
apply to the case at all, and the sale did not take place under 
its provisions, .. ; 

The case resembles an adjudication of bankruptcy where 
there is no petitioning creditors debt, ôr where the alleged 
bankrupt is not a trader,—see Perkin v. Proctor (1). The 

(1) 2 Wilson, 382, 


18 Fob., A 


ob , 1869. 


REPORTS, 


VOL. IL] FULL BENCH RULINGS. 


Collectors jurisdiction was a limited one, and as he had no 
power to ask the plaintiff to pay any part of the costs of the 
batwara (partition), and there was therefore no demand against 
the plaintiff realizable in the same manner as arrears of revenue, 
he had no power to order the sale; and, consequently, the case 
s not one within section 33 of Act XI. of 1838., There was an 
abseuce of jurisdiction to order the sale, and not a mere error or 
irregularity in conducting it. : 

On the whole, I think the plaintiffs suit was properly brought 
in a Civil Court, although no appeal was made to the Commis- 
sioner under section 33 of Act XI. of 1859. 


Pracooxn, C. J., BAYLEY and GLOVER, JJ., concurred. 


Jackson, J.— After stating the facts, and observing that it 
did not appear that the present’ question had been distinctly 
raised until the special appeal, continued): I proceed to state the 
opinion at which I have arrived, and the subject may, for this 
purpose, be conveniently divided into two heads. 

1lsé,—Is it competent to the Civil Courts, with a view to 
affording relief to a suitor who complains of a sale as made 
without authority of law, to inquire whether, in the particular 
case, the Collector had authority to sell? 

znd.— Was the Collector in the present case competent to sell? 

The jurisdiction of the Civil Courts is broadly based on the 
lət section of the Code of Civil Procedure, which declares that 
“ the Civil Courts shall take cognizance of all suits of a civil 
“nature, with the exception of suits of which, their cognizance 
“ is barred by any Act of Parliament, or by any Regulation of 
“the Codes of Bengal, Madras, and Bombay, respectively, or 
“by any Act of the Governor General of India in Council.” 

This section comprises matters cegnizable by the Civil Courts. 
By the use of the words “suits of a civil nature,” the Code 
avoids the details given in the Regulatiouss and it is thereby 
intended to include all suits of a civil nature. The provision 
for exemption is generally given so -as to include exemptions 
already made, or which may hereafter be made by any Act 
of Parliament, Regulation, or Act. For instance, all causes of 
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action in matters of a criminal nature are excepted by the 
Regulations: actions thereon will not, therefore, lie in the Civil 
Courts under this Code. And certainly the compulsory sale of 
a man’s estate, in order to realize a demand for which he was 
not liable, on account of the expenses attending an operation 
which he did not desire, and which was never completed, is a 
wrong than which it is difficult to conceive any more serious. 
And the recovery of an estate taken out of the plaintiff's hands 
by such a sale appears to be a relief which he may most reason- 
ably ask for, unless the cognizance of the wrong and the 
granting of the relief be expressly barred by any existing 
legislative prohibition. 

The purchasers contend, that section 33, Act XI. of 1859, 
expressly prohibits the cognizance of this suit, and we must, 
therefore, consider the precise effect of that section. The 
words are: “ No sale for arrears of revenue or other demands 
“ realizable in the same manner as arrears of revenue are realiz- 
“able, made after the passing of this Act, shall be annulled by a 
* Court of Justice, except upon the ground of its having been 
“ made contrary to the provisions of this Act, and then only on 
“proof that the plaintiff has sustained substantial injury by 
* reason of the irregularity complained of; and no such sale 
“ ghall be annulled upon such ground, unless such ground shall 
“ have been declared and specified in an appeal made to the 
“ Commissioner under section 25 of this Act; and no suit to 
“annul a sale made under this Act shall be received by any 
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“ Court of Justice, unless it shall be instituted within one year ° 


“from the date of the sale becoming final and conclusive, as 
“ provided in section 27 of this Act; and no person shall be 
* entitled to contest the legality of a sale, after having received 
* any portion of the purchase-moncy. Provided, however, that 
nothing in this Act contained shall be construed to debar any 
“ person considering himself wronged by any act or omission 
“connected with sale under this Act from his remedy ina 
“ personal action for damages against the person by whose act 
“ or omission he considers: himself to have been wronged.” 

It will be seen that thero is one ground, namely, a contraven- 


‘tion of the provisions of the Act accompanied by proof that 
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the plaintiff had sustained substantial injury by reason of the 
irregularity complained of, upon which sales made “after the 
passing of the Act” and “under the Act” may be annulled by 
a Court of Justice, provided that the plaintiff shall have made 
an ineffectual appeal on the same ground tothe Commissioner, 
and provided that the suit be commenced within one year, and 
that the plaintiff have received no part of the purchase-money. 


Now, the only ground on which the Commissioner can enter- 
tain an appealand annul the sale is stated in section 25, viz., 
that “it shall appear to him not to have been conducted according 
to the provisions of the Act.” 


Taking the two sections together, it is clear that the appeal to 
the Commissioner and the resort to a Civil suit here spoken of, 
and guarded by so many restrictions, were meant to apply to 
errors of procedure, the authority to sell being unquestioned. 

But if the respondent’s contention be correct, the Collector 
might not merely sell for an arrear of revenue where no arrear 
was due, but sell one estate for the arrear due upon another, 
or sell to recover an amount due upon a bond; and so long as 
he carefully observes the form and rules prescribed by the Act, 
the unfortunate owner would be without a remedy. For the 
power reserved to the Commissioner by section 26, to represent 
a case of hardship or injustice to the Board of Revenue, who, 
if they see cause, may recommend to the Local Government to 
annul the sale, a power which may be exercised or not at the 
-diseretion of the Commissioner, affords a safe-guard (if it would 
touch the case at all) very far short of the right of submitting 
one’s wrong to the Courts of Law, which are governed by 
settled principles, and where redress, if denied by an inferior 
tribunal, may be obtained on appeal. 

I think that se¢tion 33 refers to sgles for arrears of revenue, 
&c., made under the Act, that is, where the Collector had 
authority to sell, but which from defect of procedure are pro- 
ductive of injury to the party, may be set aside; but that, cases 
in which there is a total want of jurisdiction in the Collector, 
for example the cases mentioned in the 8th section, are not 


touched by section 33 at all. 
3—B 
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This view derives confirmation as well as from the different 
class of circumstances by which the sale is to be affected, as 
from the use of a different term in section 8, to indicate the way 
in which the sale is to be affected; for, while section 33 
provides that by reason of irregularitiesin the conduct of the 
sale, the sale may be annulled or cancelled and have its efficacy 
taken away, on the other hand, there seems to be fair ground 
for inferring, that section 8 refers to circumstances which á 
priori ought to bar the sale, and which, if the sale take place 
notwithstanding, will avoid it or make it avoidable. 

It is no doubt possible to make too much of mere verbal 
distinctions, and all that is necessary for the purposes of the 
present discussion is to show that the Act itself contains a 
reference to cases in which a sale under the Act might be 
avoided other than the cases in which an appeal might be 
entertained by the Commissioner. 

But it is quite possible to conceive sales under color of Act 
XI. which ‘are not sales on account of an arrear of revenue or 
of any demand recoverable in the same manner as arrears of 
revenue; and the appellant contends that the sale which took 
away his estate is a sale of that character. 

Take, for instance, the case of a Collector selling land 
which was not an estate paying revenue to Government, or 
selling for the realization of unpaid Municipal taxes. It would 
clearly be an answer to a suit brought forthe purpose of setting 
aside such a sale that the suit was barred by section 33, 
Act XI. of 1859. : 

Where the competency of a Court or an authority invested 
with a limited jurisdiction to do a particular act depends upon a 
condition precedent, and that condition is not shown to exist, 
the act done in the absence of such condition will, I think, be 
wholly void, and an action | will lie to set it-agide, as in the case 
of an adjudication of bankruptey where the party adjudged 
a bankrupt is not a trader, or there is no debt to a petitioning 
creditor. I take it, therefore, that if the plaintiff can show that 
the act is irrelevant, his suit to set aside the sale will be quite 


‘maintainable, though he should not have made an appeal to the 


Commissioner, 
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Tam under the impression, that it has been decided by the late 1868 
Sudder Court that, in a suit of this description, the 12 years’ Batsxatu 
rule of limitation, and not that of one year, will apply. It is Sang 
necessary, therefore, to see whether in this case, the sale was Tair Sitár 
under the provisions of the Act. Was it made on account of 
any demand which, by any Regulation or Act in force, is 
directed to be realized in the same manner as arrears of revenue? 

Act XI. of 1859 does not itself contain any enumeration of 
such demands, though some of them are specified; but the 
authority for so realizing particular demands is contained in the 
enactments which deal with the different subjects. . 

Regulation XIX. of 1814 and Act XI. of 1838 have been 
supposed to give authority for treating the expenses of butwaras 
(partitions) generally as demands recoverable under the Sale Law. 

But it seems very clear that such authority extends only to 
cases in which the parties make direct application to the Collector, 

The Act of 1838 was merely a substitute for the repealed 
section 15 of Regulation KIX. of 1814. That section itself 
provided rules under which the Ameen was to be remunerated 

-by a fixed percentage, and certain portions of the sum allowed 

; were to be paid to him at various stages of the inquiry. ` 
' By the new Act, it was left to the discretion of the Board of - 

; Revenue, with the sanction of Government, to fix the remuneration 

of an Ameen, and to cause the same to be levied from parties 
concerned, in the same manner as an arrear of revenue, at such 

periods and in such proportions as the Board might think fit. 

The repealed section did not contain any authority for the 
levying of the Ameen’s fees, the needful authority being contained 
in section 4, by which, unless the parties came to an agreement 
as to the proportions in which the expense was to be borne, and 
made tender to the Collector accordingly, the whole was to be 
levied from them*“ by the same process against the sharer or 
“sharers failing in the payment of their proportions as is pre- 
“scribed for levying arrears of revenue.” That section has not 
been repealed, nor has the 5th section; and consequently the 
words of Act XI. of 1838 must be so read with the words of 
those two sections; that ihe words “ parties concerned” shall be 
interpreted strictly in accordance with the circumstances, that 


ate 


t 


20 HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L.R. 


1868 isto mean the co-sharers in general where the application has 

 Bansara been made to the Collector direct, but where the partition is 

o under a decree of the Civil Court, then the sharer or sharers who 
LALA Sirat may have been ordered by the decree to bear the expense. 

Nor indeed, now that the Collector is no longer called upon 
to advance the funds required, does there seem to be any reason 
why he should proceed in the matter until he has received the 
necessary Amount; and if a precept were issued in any case to 
the Collector to make a batwara (partition) at the expense of 
any party indicated, I conceive that it would bea perfectly good 
return if the Collector certified that the expenses had not been 
deposited, on which the Court might proceed to make further 
order as it thought fit. If the law were otherwise, one co-sharer 
might ruin or seriously injure the others by obtaining a decree for 
partition at his own expense, and then, by wilfully with-holding 
the Ameen’s fees, causing the whole estate to be put up to sale. 


In this case it is quite clear that the plaintiffs were under no 
liability to pay in the expenses of a proceeding which was not 
for their benefit, and that the sale, under such circumstances, 
of their estate as for an arrear of Government revenue, was 
an act done wholly without authority ; that the sale conveyed l 
no title, and that the plaintiffs are, consequently, entitled to | 
recover possession by a suit in the Civil Court. \ 


I would, therefore, answer the question put to us in the 
affirmative. 


I have stated my own view founded upon such construction - 
as I have been able to put upon the sections of Regulation 
XIX. of 1814, and it is a satisfaction to me to be able to cite 
in coufirmation of it the opinion of Sir Henry Ricketts, one 
of the ablest and most experienced Revenue Officers this coun- 
try has seen in our days. The opinion is to be found in a little 
work of his, no doubt of an elementary character, but prepared 
with much care for the assistance of young officers in passing 
their examinations; and itis all the more emphatic from the 
particular form, that of question and answer, in which the book 
was composed. The question and answer will be found at page 
52 of the 2nd edition. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Bayley, Mr. Justice 
L. S. Jackson, Mr. Justice Macpherson, and Mr. Justice Glover, 


THE QUEEN v. BHAGAT DAFADAR.* 


Resistance of Civil Process—Penal Code (Act XLV of 1860) s. 186—Jurisdiction 
of Criminal Courts— Criminal Procedure Code ( Act XX V of 1861). 


The resistance of process of a Civil Court is punishable, unde? the Codo of 
Criminal Procedure, by a Court of Criminal Jurisdiction. 


Buagar Darapar and Fatik Gazi were sent for trial to the 
Officiating Joint Magistrate of Jessore, by the Judge of Small 
Cause Court of that district, on a charge of having resisted the 
process of his Court. The Joint Magistrate declined to try the 
case, being of opinion, on the authority of Chandra Kant Chucker- 
butty (1), that the Small Cause Court alone had power to deal 
with it. The Judge of that Court, therefore, asked the opinion 
of the High Court ou the question whether a Small Cause Court 
is empowered to punish resistance of its process without reference 
tothe Magistrate. He said: In the case of Chandra Kant 
Chuckherbutty (1), it was held by Loch and Glover, JJ., 
that a Civil Court cannot make over a case of simple 
resistance of its process to a Magistrate for trial, section 
25 of Regulation IV. of 1793 being still in force; but this 
decision is, I find, opposed to Circular Order No. 121, dated 
the 13th January 1863, which says that any offence that may be 
construed to be an offence provided for by the Penal Code, 
must, under section 2 of that Code, be punishable under its 
provision. Assyming that the decision in question will apply, a 
further question arises, whether tht provisions of the Regulation 
referred to in that decision have been made applicable to Small 
Cause Courts in the Mofussil or not? They®certainly have not 
been made applicable by Act XI. of 1865 or any other Act; and 


* Reference by the Judge of the Small Canse Court of Jessore. 
(1) 9 W. R., Cr, 63. 
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it, therefore, appears to me that I have no power ‘to punish 
resistance.of a process of my Court without reference to the 
Magistrate.” l 

The case was submitted for the opinion of a Full Bench, 
under the following order by Peacock, C. J., and BAYLEY, J.: 
“The decision of the Officiating Joint Magistrate may be 
referred to a Full Bench.” 


The opinion of the Full Bench was as follows: 


Pracocs, C. J.—The question is, whether the resistance of 
process of a Civil Court is punishable under the Code of 
Criminal Procedure by the Courts of Criminal Jurisdiction. It 
is unnecessary to determine whether the offence is punjshable 
by a Civil Court, if it chose to take cognizance of it. 

By section 186 of the Penal Code, it is an offence to obstruct 
any public servant in the discharge of his public functions, and 
by section 21, every officer of a Court of Justice whose duty it is 
to execute any judicial process, is a public officer. The offence, 
therefore, is punishable under the Penal Code. Offences punish- 
able under section 186 of the Penal Code are by the Code of 
Criminal Procedure made punishable by the Courts mentioned 
in column 7 of the Schedule to that Act. 


BAYLEY, MACPHERSON, and GLOVER, JJ., concurred. 


JAOKSON, J.—I only wish to add, that it appears to me that 
there has been a misapprehension in regard to the applicability of 


_ the provisions of sections 22 to 25 of Regulation IV. of 1793 to the 


subordinate Civil Courts. These provisions, as originally enacted, 
applied only to the Courts of the Zilla Judges. It was held in 
Illah Buksh Chowdry, petitioner (1), that by the provisions of Act 
VI. of 1843, the power of punishing resistance of process, being 
part of, as being included among the rules for, the trial and deci- 
sion of all original suits, had been extended to the Courts of the 
Principal Sudder A'meens; and the Sudder Court would, doubt- 
less, have held that, by the parity of reasoning, the power had 
been subsequently conferred by Act XXVI. of 1852 on the 
(1) S. D. R. (1852), 71. 
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Sudder Ameens and Moonsiffs. Whether that view was correct 
or no, those Acts have been since wholly repealed by Act X. 
of 1861; consequently, the provisions of section 24, Regulation LV. 
of 1793, if they are atill in force, now stand as they originally 
did, applicable only to the Courts of the Zilla Judges. It, 
therefore, seems to me that there is no ground for holding that 
resistance of process of the subordinate Civil Courts can be 
dealt with by those Courts under the Regulation of 1793. It 
also appears to me more than doubtful, whether the provisions 
of the section are not superseded by section 2 of the Indian 
Penal Code, in so far as any case of resistance of process falls 


_ Within the provisions of the Code. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Bayley, Mr. Justice 
L. S. Jackson, Mr. Justice Macpherson, and Mr. Justice Glover. 


THE QUEEN v. SRIKANT CHARAL., * 


Criminal Procedure Code (Act XXV. of 1861), ss. 362 and 8363—Pleading 
i Guilty—Assessors. 


A conviction of a prisoner on a plea of guilty before n Court of Session is valid, 
although there were no Assessors. 

One Srikant Charal pleaded guilty to the charge of volun- 
tarily giving false evidenceʻ'in a stage of judicial proceeding. 
He was sentenced by the Sessions Judge of Dinagepore, who 
did not employ any Assessors for the trial of the case. 

The case came up before L. S. Jackson, J., on review of 
Jail Delivery Statement; and he referred it to a Full Bench, 
with the following remarks: -> . 

“ A letter (1) of the Registrar of this Court, dated 28th Feb- 
ruary 1866, para. 2, states that where the prisoner pleads guilty, 
the opinion of the Assessors is unnecessary. This letter, or 
the extract containing this opinion, having been printed in the 
‘Weekly Reporter, is doubtless aqcepted as authority, and the 
Judge in this case improves upon the ruling by not employ- 
ing Assessors at all. I think the opinion expressed in the 
letter is incorrect, and the course taken by the Judge in 
this case unwarranted by law. It appears to me that, by 

* Referred on review of Jail Delivery Statement by the Judge of Dinagepore. 

(1) No, 157, to the Officiating Sessions Judge of Cuttack, 
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the terms of section 324 of the Criminal Proceđure Code, 


Tar ieee where trials are not by Jury, the Court of Session is not 
Sane sas constituted without Assessors who are members of 


CHARAL. 


t; that with a view to the “commencement of the trial,” as 
ovida in sectioun 362, the accused must be brought before a 
Court so constituted; and if he plead guilty, the Assessors, as 
members of the Court, ought to give their opinion whether or 
not he should be convicted on his plea, this being a matter in 
the discretion of the Court, though of course the decision on 
this, as on other points, is vested exclusively in the Judge. It 
may be objected, with reference to the part of the language of 


sections 362 and 363, that in such cases there is no trial, inas-. 


much as the accused has pleaded guilty instead of “ claiming 
to be tried,” and that Assessors are only needed with a view 
to “ trial” (324). But I think it clear that the word “ trial” is 
used in many sections of the Mode to indicate a judicial pro- 
ceeding, in which an accused person has been convicted or 
acquitted, and not particularly a proceeding in which the issue 
has been tried by the Court or Jury, e. g. sections 381 and 408 
(for I presume that a man who has been convicted on his own 
plea of guilty may yet appeal, as for instance, against the 
legality of the sentence.) But if there has been no trial, in 
cases where the accused pleads guilty, then the Code has pro- 
vided neither procedure for passing sentence nor right of appeal 
in such cases. 


I think the matter should be laid before a Full Bench, with 
a view to determine the law on this point, and to get rid of 
the letter above quoted.” 


The opinion of the Full Bench was delivered by— 


Peacock, C. J.—We are of opinion that in the case of a 
prisoner’s pleading guilty before a Court of Session, the con- 
viction upon that plea is valid, although there are no Assessors. 
See sections 362 and 363 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. 
If the accused refuse to plead, or claim to be tried, the Court 
must proceed to try the case; and in that case, where the trial 
is not by Jury, it must, according to section 324, be conducted 
with the aid of two or more Assessors ns members of the Court. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Bayley, Mr. Justice 
L: S. Jackson, Mr. Justice Macpherson, and Mr, Justice Glover. 


THE QUEEN v. KAZIM 'THAKOOR.* 


Letters Patent, 1865, 8. 86—Crimmal Procedure Code (Act XXV. of 1861), 
5, 420—Criminal Appeals. 


When a criminal appeal is heard by two Judgos, sitting as a Division Court, and 
they differ in opinion, the opinion of tho senior Judge must prevail under section 
36 of the Lotters Patent of the Tigh Court, notwithstanding section 420 of tho 
Criminal Proceduro Code. 


One Phili was charged with having married one Bishay, 
during the life-time of her husband Dhunulai. Kazim 
Thakoor and Magu Thakoor, the brother and the uncle of 
Phili, were charged- with having abetted the said marriage of 
Phili. 

The prisoners pleaded not guilty, and alleged that Dhunulai, 
the former husband of Phili, had divorced the girl. 

The Sessions Judge, concurring with the assessors, found all 
the prisoners guilty of having committed an offence punishable 
under section 494 of the Perial Code. But he discharged the 
prisoner, Phili, considering her youth and the influence which 
her brother and uncle might have exercised over her; and sen- 
tenced Kazim and Magu to one year’s rigorous imprisonment. 


Kazim and Magu Thakoor appealed; and the appeal came 


on for hearing before E. Jaoxson and GLOVER, JJ., who were 


divided in opinion. Jaoxson, J., considered that the prisoners 
ought to be acquitted, on the ground that it was not on them to 
prove their innpcence, but the prosecutor ought to have proved 
their guilt GLOVER, J., considered that the case ought to be 
remanded for a new trial. - The question then arose whether, 
having regard to section 420 of the Criminal Procedure Code (1), 


* Criminal Appeal from Dacca. 

(1) Act XXV. of 1861, s. 420.— the sentence or-order of a lower Court 
“Tho sentence or order of the Sudder on appeal or revision, shall be signed 
Cowt modifying, amonding, or reversing by at least two Judges of such Court.” 
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the opinion of the senior Judge ought to prevail under section 36 


Tre “Ene Qorem of the Letters Patent (1). 


Kaci 
'THAKOOR, 


The opinion of the Full Bench was delivered by 


Peacock, C.J.—The question is, “ when two Judges, sitting as 
a Division Bench of the High Court, in appeal, in a criminal case, 
are divided in opinion, is it necessary, with advertence to 
section 420 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, that reference 
should be made to a third Judge; or is it sufficient, with adver- 


tence to section 36 of the Letters Patent, that an order should - 


issue according to the opinion of the senior Judge ?” 

We are of opinion that, notwithstanding section 420 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure, the opinion of the senior Judge 
must prevail according to section 36 of the Letters Patent; and 


that it is sufficient, if the sentence or order in accordance with . 


that opinion be signed by the senior Judge. In such ease it 
ought to appear, on the face of the order, why it is aigned only 
by one Judge. 

Section 420 of the Code of Cirminal Procedure speaks mere- 
ly of the Sudder Court and of Judges of such Sudder Court. 
The Act itself was passed on the 5th of September 1861. The 
High Court was established under the 24 and 25 Vic., c. 104, 
which received the royal assent, on the 6th of August 1861. 
The Letters Patent, under which the High Court now sits, was 
passed on the 28th of December 1865. 

Section 11 of the 24 and 25 Vic. enacted that all Acts of the 


Legislature of India, which at the time of the establishment of 


the High Court were applicable tothe Supreme Court at Fort 
William in Bengal, or to the Judges of that Court, shall be taken 


(1) Letiers Patent of 1865, 8. 36 — 
«& And we do hereby declare, that any fosc- 
tion which is hereby directed to be per- 
formed by the said High Court of Judi- 
cature at Fort William ine Bengal, in the 
exercise of its onginal or its appellate 
jurisdiction, may be performed by any 
Judge, or by any Division Bench there- 
of appointed or constituted for such 
purpose, under the provisions of the thir- 
teenth section of the aforesaid Act of 


the twenty-fomth and twenty-fith years 
of onr reign ; and if such Division Court 
is composed of more than two Judges, 
and the Judges are divided in opinion 
as to the decision to be given on any 
such point, shall be decided according to 
the opinion of the majority of the Judges, 
if there shall be a majority, but if the 
Judges should be equally divided, then 


the opinion of the senior Judge shall 
prevail,” 
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to be applicable to the said High Court and to the Judges there- 
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of, respectively, so far as they might be consistent with the pro- Tne Queen 


visions of the said Act and the Letters Patent to be issued in 
pursuance thereof and subject to the legislative powers, in 
relation to the matters aforesaid, of the Governor General of 
India in Council. This section, however, did not extend to the 
High Court; the provisions of section 420 of the Code of Crimi- 
nal Procedure applied only to the Judges of the Sudder Court. 

Section 13 of the said Act enacted, that subject to any laws 
or regulations which might be made by the Governor General 


‘in Council, the High Court might, by its own rules, provide for 


the exercise by one or more Judges, or by Division Courts con- 
stituted by two or more Judges of the High Court, of the origi- 
nal and appellate jurisdiction vested in such Court, in such man- 
ner as might appear to the Court to be convenient for the due 
administration of justice. f 

By section 15 of the Rules of the High Court, it was declared 
that all powers and functions which were vested in the Court 
by the Letters Patent constituting the Court, and which were not 
otherwise expressly provided for by the rules of the Court, 
might be exercised by a single Judge or by a Division Court 
consisting of two or more Judges; and by Rule 26, it was provid- 
ed that a Division Bench for the hearing of criminal appeals 
may consist of two or more Judges. 

These rules, coupled with section 13, provide that a Division 
Court may consist of two Judges, and a Court so constituted is 
subject to the provisions of section 36 of the Letters Patent. 


Kavi 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, Mr., 
Justice Phear, Mr. Justice Macpherson, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


1868 AMRITA KUMARI DEBI v. LAKHINARAYAN CHUCKERBUTTY.* 


Sept, 12. 
See ee et Hindu Law-—Mitahshara—Sister’s Son—Inheritance. 


In tho absence of nenrer relatives a man may be heir to his mother’s brother 
ag regards property subject to the Mitakshara. 


Tue land which formed the subject of the suit was formerly 
the property of one Raghunath, on whose death, without leav- 
ing male issue, it came into the possession and enjoyment of 
his widow. When the widow died, Raghunath’s daughter, 
Kuchilmani, succeeded to the property, and at her death, it 
passed into the possession of her husband’s nephew, named 
Sarup. 

While the property was thus in the possession of Sarup, 
one Lakhinarayan, the holder of a bond from Kuchilmani, 
brought a suit upon it against Sarup, as Kuchilmani’s 
representative. The plaint was filed on the 30th April 1867, 
and Lakhinarayan obtained a decree on the 27th November of 
the same year. In execution of this decree, the property in 
question was sold. It was bought by Lakhinarayan himself; 
and in virtue of this purchase he has obtained possession 
of it. 

The present suit was instituted on 21st April 1864 by oue 
Nandalal, seeking to obtain possession of the property for 
himsclf, on a title superior to that of Lakhinarayan, Sarup, 
and all others who claim through Kuchilmani. Nandalal 
(who died since the filing of the plaint) was the son of Raghu- 
nath’s sister, and in that character he contended in this suit, 
that on the death%f Kuchilmani he was the heir of Raghu- 
nath, and entitled to take his immoveable property. The first 
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* Special Appeal, No. 3095 of 1866, from a decree of the Judge of Hooghly, 
seversing a decree of the.Sudder Ameen of that district. 
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issue between the parties was, whether or not Nandalal, as 
deceased sister’s son, could by law inherit from Raghunath. 


The lower Appellate Court held, that the plaintiff was. 


bound by the Mitakshara law, and.therefore on the authority of 
Macnaghten (Hindu Law, vol. 1, page 28), held that the 
plaintiff, as sister’s son, was excluded from the inheritance; 
and, accordingly, dismissed his suit. 

Against this decision, the plaintiff appealed specially, on the 
following grounds: Isély, that the Court ought to have applied 
the Mithila law to the case, instead of the Mitakshara law, and 
that by the Mithila law, the plaintiff was entitled to succeed ; 
and 2xdly, that even by the Mitakshara law,-if properly iuter- 
preted, the sister’s son was not excluded from the inheritance. 

The case came on before BAYLEY and Puear, JJ., who were 
of opinion (I) that the Mitakshara law applied to the present, 
case, and (IL) that Nandalal was the heir by law of Raghunath; 
but as on the second point there was a decision of the High 
Court opposed to their view, those learned Judges referred the 
following question for the o pinion of a Full Bench: 

« Whether, under the Mitakshara law, a sister’s son can be 
heir to his mother’s brother as regards immoveable property ?” 


Baboo Kali Prasanna Dutt for appellant. 
Baboo Ramesh Chandra Mitter for respondent. 


The opinion of the Full Bench was delivered as follows :— 


Mirrer, J.—The question we have to determine in this case 
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is, whether, according to the Hindu law current in the Benares 


School, 'a sister’s son is entitled to inherit as a Bandhu or 
cognate. Before proceeding, however, to determine the ques- 
tion, we must answer a preliminary objection that has been 
raised before us by the pleader for the respondent. It has been 
contended, that -the point under our consideration has been 
already set at rest by a decision of the Rrivy Council (1). 
We are of opinion that this contention cannot be maintained. 
True it is, that the decision of the late Sudder Court, at Agra, 
which was reversed by the Lords of the Judicial Committee, was 


(1) Thakooruin Sahiba v, Mohan Lal, 7 W. R.P. C, 25. 


30 


1868 


HIGH COURT OF JUDIOATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L.R. 


based upon the ground, that the sisters son is entitled 


Amnita Ku- to inherit as a Bandhu, but this position appears to have 
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. been abandoned before their Lordships by the learned counsel 

who conducted the case on his behalf. What were the reasons 
which induced the learned counsel to adopt this course, whether 
it was because he thought that, under the circumstances of the 
case, his client could not succeed in the suit, unlées he was placed 
in a higher rank than that of a Bandhu, or otherwise, it 
is difficult for us to make out from the facts as reported. It 
is sufficient, however, for the purposes of the present argument, 
to state that the result of this concession was, as their Lordships 
have themselves observed, to reduce the whole matter in con- 
troversy to the simple question as to “ whether, upon the proper 
construction of the Mitakshara, the sister’s son is not entitled 


to come in among the earlier class of heirs or Sapindas.” 


This was, in fact, the only question that was discussed before 
their Lordships, &nd the only one upon which they have pro- 
nounced a judicial opinion. To remove all doubts on this 
point, the following passage, in their Lordships’ judgment, might 
be conveniently referred to: “He there put the sister’s sons 
* out of the category in which Mr. Piffard would place them, 
“though erroneously, perhaps, he has put them among the 
“ Bandhus.” The word “perhaps,” in the above sentence, is 
sufficient to show that their Lordships did not intend to decide 
the point that we have now got before us, and the preliminary 
objection is, accordingly, overruled. 


“ With reference to the main question itself, we are of opinion 


that the sister’s eon is entitled to rank as a Bandhu according 
to the definition of that term as given in the Mitakshaia itself. 
The definition is contained in the following passage :— 

“On failure of the paternal. grandmother, the (gotraja) 
« kinsmen sprung from thessame family withthe deceased, and 
** (Sapinda) connected by funeral oblations, namely, the paternal 
“ grandfather ane the rest, inherit the estate. For kinsmen 
“ sprung from a different family, but allied by funeral oblations, 
** are indicated by the term cognate (bandhu) ” (1). 


(1) Col. Mit., verse 3, sec. V, chap. LI, 350. 
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It will be observed, that two conditions are necessary to meet 
the requirements of this definition, namely: first, that the 
claimant should be a kinsman sprung from a different ‘family ; 
and, second, that he should be’connected by funeral oblations. 
Both these conditions are strictly fulfilled in the oase of the 
sister’s son, and, as we will show further on, in a much higher 
degree in his case than in that of any of the nine individuals 
whose claims to succeed as Bandhu are admitted on all sides. 
That he is a kinsman sprung from a different family is unqnes- 
tionable, and it is equally clear that he is a Sapinda, or one 
allied by faneral oblations, though some objections have been 
raised before us on this last point. It has been argued, that 
according to Manu, a Hindu is required to perform the funeral 
obsequies of his paternal ancestors only; that in consequence of 
this rule, the Sagotras, or those who belong to the same gotra 
or family, are the only persons entitled to be recognized as 
Sapindas ; and that the sister’s son must be, accordingly, excluded 
from that category. We are of opinion that there is no 
authority whatever to support this contention; and we might 
even say that, whatever other objections might have been 
hitherto urged against the heritable right of the sister’s son, this 
is the first time that his position, as a Sapinda, has been question- 
ed or disputed. Indeed, the very definition before us is a suffi- 
cidnt answer to this sophism; for if the Sagotras alone are 
entitled to rank as Sapindas, Bandhu or kinsmen sprung from 
a different family, but allied by faneral oblations, must be non- 
existent. We have, however, the express authority of Manu 
himself to decide this point, and what is of still greater 
importance, for the purposes of the present discussion, it is an 
authority quoted and acted upon by the author of the Mitak- 
shara. D : 

“ For with regard to the funer@l ‘obsequies of ancestors, 
“ daughters sons are regarded as son’s sons. Manu likewise 
* declares:—By that male child whom ‘a daughter, whether 
“ appointed or not, shall produce by a husband of equal class, 
“ the maternal grandfather becomes the grandsire of son’s sons. 
“ Let that child give the oblation and take the inheritance.” 

It is manifest from the above that the maternal ancestors also 
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1868 age entitled to receive funeral oblations, and this proposition 
Asmira Ko- strikes at the very root of the contention that has been raised 


mani DEBI i È 3 
ee before us. Now, the sister’s son is no other relative than the 
AK AI- oye . 
sararan daughter's son of the father; and if it be once conceded, as it 


Caney must be, that the daughter’s son is a Sapinda, it would follow, as 
a matter of course, that the sister’s son is, at least, a Sapinda of 
the father; and as suchhe would be clearly entitled, at all events, < 
to rank as a pitribandhu, or father’s cognate. In point of fact, 
however, he is also a Sapinda of the deceased proprietor himself, « 
not so near as the daughter’s son, but nearer than every one of 
those individuals who are admittedly recognized as bandhus. 

Tt is a well known principle of Hindu law, recognized in all 
the schools current in the country, that the relation of Sapinda 
exists not only between the immediate giver and the immediate 

- recipient of funeral oblations, but also between those who are 
bound to offer them to a common ancestor or ancestors, This 
principle is based upon the theory according to which a Hindu 
is supposed to participate after his death in the funeral oblations 
that are offered by any one of his surviving relatives to- some 
common ancestor, to whom he himself was bound to offer them 
when living; and hence it is that the man who gives the obla- 
tions, the man who receives them, and the man who participates 
in them, are all recognized as Sapindas of each other. Thus, 
‘for example, brothers are not required to perform the obsequies 4. 
of each other, but they are, neverthelese, Sapindas, being con- 
nected with each other through the medium of the oblations 
that they are respectively bound to offer to their common 
ancestors. The same rule holds good in the case of the 
brother’s son, and in fact of every Sapinda who does not stand 
in a direct line of ascent or descent with the deceased ‘proprietor 
himself. To place this point, however, beyond all dispute, we 
wish to refer particularly fo the nine admitted Bandhus them- 
selves. It will be seen that six out of these nine individuals 
are no other rel&tives than the daughter’s son of the paternal 
grandfather, the daughter’s son of the maternal grandfather, . 
the daughter’s son of the father’s paternal grandfather, the 
daughters son of the father’s maternal grandfather, the 
daughter’s son of the mother’s paternal grandfather, and the 
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daughter’s son of the mother’s maternal grandmother. The 1868 
remaining three are the son’s son of the maternal grandfather, er ae 
the son’s son of the father’s maternal grandmother, and the son’s v. 

son of the mother’s maternal grandfather. Not one of these e 
individuals, not even the highest among them, or in other words, Juvena 
the daughter’s son of the paternal grandfather, is required to ` 

offer faneral cakes either to the deceased proprietor himeelf, or 
io his father, or to his mother, but at the same time they are 
admittedly entitled to rank as the Sapindas of the man himself, 
or of his father, or of his mother, as the case might be. 

We can scarcely imagine upon what principle of Hindu law 
it can be seriously contended that the daughter’s son of the 
father is not a Sapinda, when the daughter’s sons of the paternal 
and maternal grandfathers are acknowledged as such. 

As regards the performance of funeral obsequies, the daugh- 
ter’a son of the father occupies tha same position as a son’s son 
of the father, or in other words, as a brother’s gon ; whereas the 
daughter’s son of the paternal grandfather, who is the highest in 
Tank among the admitted Bandhus, does not stand an inch 
higher than the son of a paternal uncle. It is perfectly 
true that the lawyers of the Benares School sometimes use the 
word Sapinda in the sense of consanguinity, or mere connection 
through the body ; but in either case the position of the sister’s 
son would remain unaffected. We have already pointed out 
that as regards funeral oblations, the sister’s son occupies the 
same position as a brother’s son; and as to consanguinity, the 
very nature of his relationship with the deceased proprietor 
i obviously shows that he is nearer than the nearest of the admitted 

Bandhus, If authority is needed on this last point, the following 
passage of the Mitakshara might be referred to as conclusive :— 

“A Sapinda, she who has the same Pinda or body, isa Sapinda: 
“ a Sapinda, not a Sapinda (take) her. The relation of Sapinda 
“ arises from connection as parts of one body. So the relation of 
“ Ekpinda in the son with regard to the father arises from the 
“connection as parts of the body of the father. And with the 
“ grandfather, &c., in consequence of the connection with their 
“body through the father. In the same manner in regard to 
“the mother, from connection as part of the body of the 
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“mother. In the same manner in regard to the maternal grand- 


Axnira Ko- “ father, &c., through the mother. In the same manner with the 
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“ mother’s sister and maternal uncle, and the rest, by reason of 
“the connection or parts of one body.” Mitakshara, Achar 
Adhyaya, leaf 6. 

It is scarcely necessary to point out, thatin the passage before 
us, the maternal uncle and the sister’s son are distinctly recognized 
as Sapindas of each other. The whole doctrine of Sapinda, 
according to the authorities of the Benares School, has been 
correctly expounded in the Vyavastha cited in the case. The 
Pandits were unanimously agreed in declaring that there are two 
significations only in which the word Sapinda is used by the 
lawyers of that school, namely, consanguinity and connection 
through funeral oblations; and the following passages from the 
Parasara Madhab and the Nirnaya Sindhu, both of which works 
are recognized as authorities concurrently withthe Mitakshara, 
were cited by them in support of this opinion. 

« Those are Sapindas who are connected by the tie.of consan- 
“ guinity; for instance, the father and the son are Sapindas to 
“ each other, and the body of the father is perpetuated in the 
“son without any intervention. So also is the son by the 
“medium of the father a Sapinda of his paternal grandfather, 
“and of his paternal great grandfather. So also the son by the 
“medium of his maternal grandfather is Sapinda of his maternal 
“aunt and uncle, and by the medium of his paternal grand- 
“father, he becomes a Sapinda of his paternal aunt and uncle, 
* &c.” (Parasara Madhab). 

* Those are Sapindas between whom exists a reciprocity of 
“ giving or receiving funeral oblations. The fourth person and 
“ the rest share the remains of the oblation wiped off with the 
“ Kusa grass; the father and the rest share the funeral 
“cakes. The seventh personas the giver of oblations, the relation 
“ of Sapinda ormen connected by the extension of the funeral cake, 
* therefore, to the seventh person, or sixth degree of ascent or 
“descent. It should not be supposed that an uncle or nephew 
“ are not reciprocally Sapindas, as he who shares in the oblations 
“offered by the uncle, shares also in those offered by the 
“nephew. In short, if any one of those who participate in the 
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“ funeral oblation offered by one individual, be also the presenter 
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* of funeral oblations to one of his co-participators, thenthe whole Amarra Ru- 


“ number become Sapindas of each other.” (Nirnaya Sindhu). 

It is perfectly clear that, according to either of these authori- 
ties, the sister’s son is entitled to rank asa Sapinda. Before 
concluding this part of our judgment, we cannot pass over an 
important point connected with the Vyavastha we have already 
alluded to. The case in which it was given related to the 
daughter’s son of the brother; and the Pandits, whilst admitting 
that he was entitled in every respect to rank as a Sapinda, never- 
theless stated, that he was not entitled to succeed as an heir. No 
text or authority of any kind was cited by them in support of 
this opinion, and the only reason put forward was, that he is not 
a Sagotra, This reason, we need hardly observe, is obviously 
unsound ; for if the Sagotra Sapindas are the only persons entitled 
to inherit, the word Bandhu, which signifies Sapindas of a 
different family, must be struck out from the law of inheritance. 
It has been said ina note attached to this case, that it is 
universally admitted that such description of persons (evidently 
meaning those who are Sapiudas, but not Sagotras)“ are not 
Sapindas for the purpose of inheritance.” We are not aware of 
the authorities by whom this admission was made; and with all 
deference to the learned author of that note, we are bound to say 
that it is obviously incorrect. It may, however, be fairly asked, 
that if the word Sapinda, when used for “ the purpose of inheri- 
tance,” does not mean either consanguinity or connection through 
funeral oblations, in what other sense isit to be understood when 
it is used for that purpose, particularly with reference to such 
heirs as the daughter’s gon of the paternal grandfather, and the 
rest. We have stated above that there are two significations 
only in which the word Sapindas is used in the Benares School, 
and the pleader ¢or the respondent has not even been able to 
suggest a third. We might also add, that so far at least as the 
Nirnaya Sindhu is concerned, the sister’s son is expressly recog- 
nized as heir, as the following passage will show : 

“In default of the brother’s son, the father, mother, the 
daughter-in-law, the sister, and her sons are entitled to perform 
the Sraddha, because they are the heira.” (Page 219.) 
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We have shown by the foregoing remarks that the sister’s son 


Aunrra Ku- is entitled to rank as a Bandhu according to the definition of that 
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term as given in the Mitakshara. 

We will now proceed to examine the various objections that 
have been urged, both before us and elsewhere, against his right 
to succeed as an heir. These objections may be all classified under 
the following heads: 

1st.—That the definition referred to has no connection with 
the law of inheritance. 

2nd.—That the enumeration of Bandhu made in verse 1, section 
6, chapter 2, is exhaustive, and that the sister’s son is neither iun- 
cluded in that enumeration, nor mentioned as an heir in any other 
part of the work. 

3rd.—That it has been settled by a uniform course of decisions, 
that the sister’s son is not entitled to inherit, under the Hindu 
law administered in the Benares School. 

With reference to the first objection, we are of opinion that it 
is altogether untenable. The definition in question occurs in a 
part of the work which is exclusively devoted to the exposition 
of the law of inheritance; and it may be fairly asked, if it has 
no connection with that law, for what other purpose has it been 
introduced in such a place? A little reflection, however, will 
remove all doubts on this point. The Mitakshara, itis well known, 
is a professed commentary on the Institutes of Yajnavalkya. 
The following text of that ancient sage contains the law of 
inheritance applicable to the estate of a deceased proprietor 
who has left no male issue : 

** The wife, and the daughters also, both parents, brothers like- 
* wise, and their sons’ gentiles (Gotraja), cognates (Bandhu), 
“a pupil, and a fellow student. On failure of the first among 
e these, the next in order is indeed heir to the estate of one 
s who departed for heaven leaving no male issue” (1). 

The whole of the second chapter from this point downwards 
as far as section 7, is nothing but a commentary upon the text 
cited above, and which, for the sake of convenience, we shall 
hereafter designate by the name of the general text. The defi- 


(1) Mit., verse 2, section 1, chap. I 
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nition in question occurs in verse 3, section 5, which has been 
already set out at length at the very commencement of this 
judgment, and the words are: “ For kinsmen sprung from a 
different family, but connected by funeral oblations, are indicated 
by the term (Bandhu) cognate.” It is obvious that the word 
“indicated,” here means indicated in the general text which contains 
the law of inheritance. It would, therefore, be manifestly 
unreasonable to argue that the definition in question has nothing 
to do with that law. It might be as well said that the defini- 
tion of Gotraja given in the earlier part of the verse is also 
unconnected with it. 

The second objection is also untenable. Verse 1, section 6, 
chapter II, runs as follows: “ On failure of gentiles, the cognates 
“are heirs. Cognates are of three kinds,—related to the man 
“ himself, to his father, or to his mother, as is declared by the 
* following text. The sons of his own father’s sister, the sons 
“ of his own mother’s sister, and the sons of his own maternal 
* uncle must be considered as his own cognate kindred. The 
“ gons of his father’s paternal aunt, the sons of his father’s 
“ maternal aunt, and the sons of his father’s maternal uncle 
* must be deemed as his father’s cognate kindred. The sons of 
‘ his mother’s paternal aunt, the sons of his mother’s maternal 
“aunt, and the sons of his mother’s maternal uncles must be 
* recognized as his mother’s cognate kindred.” 

There is nothing, whatever, in this verse to justify the conten- 
tion that the author of the Mitakshara intended thereby to lay 

-down an exhaustive list of Bandhus or cognates. He says first 
of all that Bandhus are entitled to inherit in default of Gotrajas ; 
and, secondly, that Bandhus are of three kinds, namely, those 
who are related to the man himself, and those related to his 
father and mother respectively. There can be no doubt’ what- 
ever, that if he had finished the-sentence at this point, no one 
could have seriously contended in tht face of these two propo- 
sitions, so manifestly geueral in their character, that he intended 
to exclude one single individual who is really entitled to claim the 
benefit of his own definition. The only argument, therefore, 
which can be advanced in support of this contention is the sim- 
ple fact of his having concluded this sentence by quoting a text 


37 


1868 


Aamrra Ku- * 


AARI DEBI 
v. 
Laxnr- 
NARAYAN 


OuuckER- 
BUYTY, 


38 


1868 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L.B. 


from one of the Hindu sages which contains the names of a 


Amarra Ko- limited number of Bandhus. We are of opinion that this argu- 
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ment, per se, is entitled to no weight whatsoever. Isolated 
texts from various Hindu sages, and of a similar description, are 
to be frequently found in the Mitakshara, and it would be 
manifestly erroneous to contend upon the authority of any one 
of them that an exhaustive enumeration of heirs was intended to 
be made thereby. The following text of Vrihad-Vishnu, quoted 
in page 326 of Colebrooke’s edition of the Mitakshara, might 
be referred to as an illustration: 

“ The wealth of him who leaves no male issue goes to his 
“ wife. On failure of her, devolves upon daughter; if there 
“ be none, it belongs to the father; if he be dead, it appertains 
“to the mother.” It would be obviously improper to say from 
the mere fact of the author of the Mitakshara having referred 
to this text, that he intended to declare that the particular per- 
sons mentioned therein are the only heirs to the estate of a 
deceased Hindu who has left no male issue; or that such even 
was the intention of Vrihat Manu himself. As to the parti- 
cular text before us, there is absolutely nothing in it from which 
it can be reasonably inferred that the author of it at least, if 
not the author of the Mitakshara, had such an intention in view. 
All that it says that certain relatives must be considered as 
Bandhus of one class, and certain others as Bandhus of two 
other classes respectively ; it nowhere says that these persons 
nare the only Bandhus recognized by the Hindu law. The 
object which the author of the Mitakshara had in view in refer- 
ring to this text is evident. His own words are “as is declared 
by the following text;” and these words are sufficient to show 
that this text was referred to merely for the purpose of esta- 
blishing the three-fold classification of Bandhus involved in the 
second of the two general propositions before adverted to. The 
necessity of this reference ig also obvious. The first proposition 
required no special authority for its support, inasmuch, as it 
was an obvious deduction from the order of succession laid down 
in the general text upon which he was commenting. 

The second proposition, however, stood on a different footing, 
there being nothing in the Institutes of Yajnavalkya to 
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sanction it directly; and henco it was that the author of 
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the Mitakshara was obliged to rely upon the authority of Asmima Ku- 


another Hindu sage in order to support it. Why, then, 
are we to put a construction upon his words which is not 
only inconsistent with his own definition, but also with 
every general principle of law that has been inculcated by 
him throughout the treatise? It has been justly remarked by 
Sir William Jones, that the doctrine of funeral cakes is the 
key to the whole Hindu law of inheritance. All the schools 
of Hindu law that are current in the country are agreed in 
accepting this principle as their guide, however much they 
might differ from one another with reference to particular points 
connected with its application. Those commentators who 
adopt the other doctrine of consanguinity, merely extend the 
limits of the Sapinda relation by including a large number of 
persons besides those who are connected by funeral oblations. 
The author of the Mitakshara, at all events, is no exception to the 
general rule. The text of Manu which says, “to the nearest 
Sapinda the inheritance belongs,” is frequently cited by him as 
a leading authority on all questions of Hindu law. Indeed, 
the very definition of Bandhus, under our consideration, is 
based upon this fundaniental doctrine; and in the very next 
verse he distinctly lays down that the order of succession to 
be observed among the different classes of Bandhus is to be 
regulated by “ nearness of affinity.” We have already stated 
that our argument would not be affected in the slightest degree, 
whatever interpretation might be put upon the word “ affinity.” 
Are we then to suppose that the author of the Mitakshara has 
been so far forgetful of this fundamental principle, as to 
render himself guilty, unconsciously as it were, of the gross 
inconsistency of laying down a definition and of excluding 
those very persons who are best entitled to claim the benefit of 
it. In what way, we might repeat in this place, are the sister’s 
son of the father and of the mother better qualified to inherit 
than the siater’s son of the deceased proprietor himself? What 
doctrine of Hindu law, directly or indirectly sanctioned by 
the author of the Mitakshara, can be cited in support of the 
contention that the maternal grandfather himself is not an 
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1868 heir, when his sons’ sons and his daughters’ sons, nay even when 

Ayta Ko: the sons’ sons and their daughters’ sons of the father’s and 

ei: mother’s maternal grandfather are acknowledged as such? 

Tarir How, again, are we to reconcile the proposition that the maternal 

pelicans uncle, or in other words the uterine brother of the mother, is 

to be excluded from the line of inheritance, when her cousina, 

namely the sons of her father’s sisters and the sons of her 

mother’s sisters, are to be included init? Startling anomalies, 

like these, to use an expression of the Lords of the Judicial 

Committee, cannot be imputed to an author without there 

being some tangible ground upon which such an imputation 

can rest. Itis perfectly true that in the particular case before 

us, we are bound to administer the Hindu law as it has been 

expounded by the author of the Mitakshara, but we can hardly 

be justified in ascribing stich gross absurdities to him at the 

very time when he was really trying to extend the category of 

> Bandhus by introducing the three-fold classification before 
alluded to. 

The word Bandhu has been sometimes interpreted as “ distant 
kindred,” but we can hardly suppose that the. author of the 
Mitakshara seriously intended to authorize the succession of 
the most distant Bandhus by sacrificing the right of those who 
are the nearest. 

i The following passages of the Mitakshara will remove all 
` possible doubts on this point :— 

(1). ‘When one dies in a foreign country, let the descen- 
dants (Bandhus) cognates, gentiles, or his companions take the’ 

° goods, or, in their default, the king. When he, who goes toa 
foreign country of those who are associated in trade, dies, then 
his share would be inherited by his heirs, that is, the son and 
other descendants ; (Bandhus) cognates, i. e., the maternal side 
relatives, maternal uncle, gnd others; the géntiles, that is the 
Sapindas, besides the son and other descendants ; and those who 
are come, that isetthose among the associates who are come from 
a foreign country; or in their default, that is of the heirs, &c., 
the king shall take. The word va shows that the heirs, &c., 
are entitled in alternation. The rule as to this order is contained 
in the text “ The wife, the daughter, &c.” So it should be under- 
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stood here. The necessity for the text is to exclude the pupil, 1868 
the fellow student, and the Brahman, and to include the trader. Amna Ku- 


( Mitakshara). oe Dust 
(2). The sage extends the rule to the spiritual guide, thus: Laxar- 
NARAYAN 


“To the spiritual guide, the pupil, the learned Brahman, the Cauoxer- 
maternal uncle, and the learned in the Vedas also.” ‘The 207 
spiritual guide means he who teaches the Vedas; pupil means 
he who is taught the Vedas; learned Brahman means he who 
recites the Vedangas, “ By taking the maternal uncle, the cognates 
of one’s self, the cognates of the father, and the cognates of the 
mother who are connected by origin are also employed. They are 
showninthe commentary on the text. The wife, the daughter, &.” 

The first of these two verses relates to the law of succession 
applicable to the estate of a foreign trader; and this law is con. 
tained in the text of Yajnavalkya which stands between 
inverted commas at the top of it, the rest being a mere com- 
mentary upon the text itself. It will be seen that the word 
Bandhava is expressly stated to include the maternal uncle, 
whoever else might be entitled to come in within the word 
“others” which follows immediately afterwards. In the case 
of a foreign trader, therefore, it is perfectly clear that the 
maternal uncle is an heir, but before we can apply this argu- 
ment to the general case, it is necessary to meet two objections 
that have been raised against such an application. The objec- 
tions are: first, that the word used in this passage is Bandhava, 
whereas the word used in the general text is Bandhu; and 
second, that the passagein question refers to an “ exceptional 
state of things” and cannot, therefore, be accepted as a guide 
for the general case. 

Both these objections are conclusivély met by the express 
words of the author himself. .It is distinctly stated by him that 
the order of suecession applicable to this case is exactly the 
same as that laid down in the gèneral text; and further, that 
the only necessity for making a separate text for the exceptional 
case arose from that of excluding the fellow pupil and the 
Brahman, and of substituting the fellow trader in their place. 


It is perfectly clear, therefore, that the words Bandhu and Ban- 
6—B 


42 HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, OALOUTTA [B.L.R. 


1869 dhava are of identical import, or in other words that the two 
Aurira Ku- texts are identical in every respect, except as to the slight 
pear tags modification which relates to the fellow pupil and the Brahman, 

LARRE The second passage, too, is equally decisive on this point. It 
“Cavoxsr- jg distinctly pointed out therein that the word maternal uncle 
ert qed in the text of Yaj navalkya stands for all the three classes’ 
of Bandhus described by the author in his commentary upon 

the general text. 

The Viramitrodaya, which is a work of high repute in the 
‘Benares School, concurrently with the Mitakehara, is also clear 
on this point: “ Cognates are of three kinds, related to the 
“ person himself, to his father, and to his mother, according to 
“the following text: ‘The sons of the father’s sister, the sons 
“of the mother’s sister,’ &c. Here by reason of near affinity, 
“the cognate kindred of the deceased himself in the first 
“instance, then the father’s cognate kindred, and next his 
* mother’s cognate kindred succeed. This is the word of suc- - 
* cession, In the text of Manu ‘then the distant kinsman shall 
«be the heir or the spiritual preceptor or the pupil. The term 
* Sakulya comprehends the persons descended from the same 
“ family (Sagotra) and the kinsman allied by common libations 
“of water (Samanodaka), the maternal uncle and the rest, and 
the three kinds of cognates. The term Bandhu in the text of 
« Yajneswara (Yajnavalkya) must comprehend also the maternal 
“uncle and the rest, otherwise maternal uncles and the rest 
“ would be entitled to succeed, and not they themselves, though 
< nearer in affinity, a doctrine highly objectionable” (1). 

The Vivada Chintamani, which is a,work of paramount 
authority in the sister school, which goes by the name of the 
Mithila School, is also’ of the same opinion, “the maternal 
uncle, and the rest” being expressly recognized in the category 
of heirs laid down in page 299 of Prasanna Cumar Tagore’s 
translation of the work. ; 

In the face of all these concurrent authorities, it seems impos- 
sible to contend, that an exhaustive enumeration of Bandhus 


(1) Viramitrodaya, page 209. 
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was made in verse 1, section 6, chapter II, of the Mitakshara. 1868 
It has been said that the sister’s son is not entitled to inherit Asma Ko- 


because he has been no where mentioned as an heir specifically Muet Denr 
by name; but this objection can be scarcely maintained if the Tarni- 


. , i NARAYAN 
doctrine of exhaustive enumeration falls to the ground. Apart Onvoner- 


from this last consideration, however, we do not see any reason ee 
why a specific enumeration by name should be insisted upon in 
every case. An enumeration by a general name, accompanied 
by a suitable definition sufficiently illustrated, is as good as any 
other kind of enumeration, particularly when the general name 
in question is applicable to a large number of persons whose 
individual names it would be very inconvenient to specify in 
detail; and we do not see any reason why in this particular case 
we should insist upon anything more than what we have already 
got before us. The great grandson, for instance, is nowhere 
mentioned as an heir distinctly by name; and yet it would be 
simply absurd to contend that the estate of a deceased Hindu 
is to go to the fellow pupil, or to the king even, if his own great 
grandson is living. Similarly, when we now come to the 
Gotrajas, we find that no one below the descendants of the 
paternal great grandfather is expressly recognised by name 
in any part of the Mitakshara; and yet, it is a fact admitted on 
all sides, that the descendants of the remotest ancestors in the 
agnatic line, at least of those who stand within the fourteenth 
degree, are entitled to inherit in the Benares School. . Why, then, 
are we to introduce this novel principle of interpretation when 
we come to, deal with the Bandbus? There might have been 
some foundation for such an argument if the claimant had been 
a female relative, females, as a class, being generally supposed 
as haying noright to inherit in consequence of their inability 
to perform religious rites; but in the case of male relatives, 
no restriction of ‘any kind whatsover, can be cited to defeat their 
rights, if they are in a position to establish their status os 
Sapindas. We have shown that the maternal uncle and others” 
are entitled to inherit in addition to those who are admitted as 
Bandhus, and those who would take in the maternal uncle only - 
are bound to show who are the persons included in the words 
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“and others.” -As faras the purposes of the present case are 


Anmrra Ku- concerned, itis almost self-evident that if the paternal.unele is 
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entitled to succeed asa Bandhu, the right ofthe sisters son 
would follow as a matter of course. We have seen that there is 
but one definition of the word Bandhu, and the very nature of 
that definition conclusively proves that if the maternal unole is 
a kinsman from a different family, and allied by funeral oblations, 
the sister’s son must necessarily bea kinsman of the same 
description. 

It remains for us to meet the last objection. ‘No doubt, if 
there were a uniform course of decisions establishing the doctrine 
that the sister’s son is not entitled to succeed, we would have 
been scarcely justified in holding otherwise, however much -we 
might have been disposed to do so for the reasons set forth above. 
The fact, however, is, that there is no such uniform course of 
of rulings as has been erroneously contended for before us. The 


following are all the cases that might be referred to on the 
point.— 


Raj Chandra Narayan Chowdry v. Gokul Chand Goh (1); 
Ilias Kunwar v. Agund Rai (2); Sheo Sahai Sing'v. Omed 
Kunwar (3); Case No. XI., Macnaghten’s Hindu Law (4); 
A Madras Case (5); Kullammal v. Kuppu Pillai (6); Choti 
Lall v. Gurudyal (T); Mohun Lal v. Thakurani Sahiba (8); 
Jowahir Rahoot v. Mussamut Kailasu (9); Sola Debi v. Biswam- 
bhar Sahoo (10); Giridhari Lal Roy v. The Secretary of 
State (11). 


The first case has nothing to do with the particular pni 
before us, and we would not have alluded `to it at all, if Sir 


Thomas Strange had not stated upon the authority of that case, . . 


that the sister’s son is not entitled to inherit in the Benares 


School. The contest in that dase, however» was between the 
4 


to 


(1) 1 Sel. 8. D. By, 43. (7) S. D. R. (N. W. P )., 1865, 200 
(2) 3 Sel. S. D. R., 370 (8) Agra L. J., 1864, 17. 

(8) 6 Sel. S. D. R., 301 (9) 1 W. R., 74. 

(4) Vol. IL, 91. (10) 4 L. Rem., 168, 

(5) Mad. S. D. R, 1860, 247, (11) 4 W. Ry 13. 

(6) 1 Mad. H ©. R, 85. 
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sister’s son on the one side, and a Gotraja Sapinda on the other. 1868 
The Pandits who were consulted init very properly declared that Asmrra Ku- 
if the Bengal law were applicable to the case, the sister’s son SS a 
would be entitled to preference, but that the reverse would be Reece 
the case according to the Mithila law. The case was ultimately Onvoren 
disposed of in favor of the sister’s son, the Bengal law being 

held to be applicable; but there is not a single word either in 

the decision itself or in the Vyavastha referred to, from which 

it can be gathered that the sister’s son would not have succeéded 

as a Bandhu if the Mithila law had been adopted, if there were 

no Gotraja relatives in his way. 


The second case has been already referred to in an earlier part 
of this judgment. It related to the daughter’s son of the 
brother, and as we have already seen, the only ground that was 
put forward for excluding him from the inheritance was the 
erroneous one of his not being a Sagotra Sapinda. 


The third case is directly in favor of our interpretation. The 
question was, whether a daughter or a daughter’s son is entitled 
to inherit, and this question was determined in the affirmative 
upon the unanimous Vyavastha of the Pandits consulted on the 
occasion, including those of the Benares Patshala. 


The fourth case clearly shows, that the sister’s son is entitled 
to succeed as a Bandhu, both according to the Benares law 
and according to the Mithila. This case is of particular 
importance, inasmuch as it appears to have met with the appro- 
‘bation of Sir W. Macnaghten himself, who has evidently cited 
it as a leading authority on the point. We might also add, that 
Sir W. Macnaghten had expressly stated in his note to case 

..No. 5, reported in page 87 of the same volume, that the 
Vyavastha given by the Pandit of Zillah Behar, in which the 
sister’s son is ranked as a Bandhu, is conformable to the law as 
current in Benares, Mithila, and othe provinces. 

The fifth case is a mere dictum; but it is tg be observed that Bs 
the Pandit who was consulted on the occasion distinctly stated that 
the sister’s son was entitled to inherit as a Bandhu, and no author- 
ity of any kind was cited or referred to contradict this opinion. 


w 
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1868 The sixth'case is also a dictum, and the same remarks that 


Ama Ku- have been made with reference to the preceding case apply 
MARI DEBI : 
v. to this case also. 


wanaran The seventh case has nothing to do with the point before us. | 


Davoren The dispute was between a brothers daughters son and a 


Gotraja, and it was very properly held that the latter is entitled 
to succeed in preference to the former. 

The eighth case is a mere dictum, but in this instance the 
dictum is in favor of the sister’s son. i 

The ninth case arose from a dispute between the sister’s son 
and an agnatic relation, and it was correctly held in that case 
that the latter is entitled to succeed. The learned Judges, 
however, who decided the case, went on to say that the sister’s 


Brn, 
a 


son is not entitled to inherit, either according to the Benares .” 


law or according to the Mithila law. In the absence, however, 
of any further explanation on the point, we are rather ‘disposed 
to think that all that was intended to be said, is that he is not 
entitled to inherit in preference to the Gotraja; but at any rate 
it is clear that this opinion cannot be treated as anything more 
than a mere dictum. x l 


BE The next case, however, is directly to the point, and with all 


. deference to the learned Judges who decided it, we are of 
opinion that it is based upon erroneous grounds. These grounds 
have been too fully examined by us in the preceding part of 
our judgment to require any further notice. We wish, however, 
to make one remark in this place, and that is, that .the ledrned 
Judges appear to have been mainly- influenced by the idea that 
the sister’s son has never been recognized as an heir. With 
all deference to the learned Judges, we are bound ‘to state that 
this was by no means the actual state of things at the time when 
their decision was pronounced, whatever it might be in this’ day. 


It is prefectly true that there is a paucity of decisions or the `° 


other side, but this fact appears to have mainly arisen from thé 
peculiar doctrine of the Benares School by which’ the Temotest 
relative in the agnatic line has been placed above thethighest 
ofthe cognates. It might be added that very few cases, indeed, 
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if any, can be pointed out in which the daughter’s son of the 
paternal grandfather has been expressly recognized as an heir. 


The last case relates to the maternal uncle of the father, and 
the grounds of the decision in this case being nearly the same 
as those in the one next above, no special remarks with 
reference to it are necessary. 


Upon the whole, then, it must be admitted that the majority 
of the earlier cases at least are in support of our view; and of 
the mofe recent, there are two cases at most that are directly 
opposed to it. The last objection, therefore, must also be over- 
ruled, 

For the reasons set forth above, I am of opinion that the 
question put to us by the Division Bench must be answered in 

„the affirmative, or in other words, that the sister’s son is entitled 
to inherit under the Hindu law administered in the Benares 
School. 


Peacocr, C. J.—I am of opinion that in the absence of 
nearer relatives, a man may be heir to his mother’s brother as 
regards property subject to the Mitakshara. The question has 
substantially been decided by the Privy Council (17th July 
1868) in the case of Giridhari Lal Roy v. The Government 
of Bengal (1), in which it was held that the maternal uncle 
of the father of the deceased was not excluded from the class of 
Bandhus capable of inheriting, and that the text contained in 
Article 1, Section 6, Chapter II. of the Mitakshara does not 
purport to be an exhaustive enumeration of all Bandhus who 
are capable of inheriting, and that it is not cited as such or for 
that purpose by the author of the Mitakshara. 

“The judgment of Mr. Justice Dwarkanath Mitter, which 
he has just read, and in which he has displayed great learning, 
ability, and research, was written before the decision of the 


* Privy Councilin Giridhari Lal Roy v. The Government of Bengal, 


was published here.” My honorable colleague has entered 
so ` fully “nto, the reasons, and exhausted the arguments- in 
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support of the view which he has taken, that it is unnecessary 
for me todo more than to say that I concur in the reasons 
which he has given in support ‘of the conclusion at which he 


‘has arrived, and it is extremely satisfactory to find that it is 


entirely in concurrence with the view taken in the ie 
of the Privy Council. 
The case must be sent back to the Judges who referred it. 


JACKSON, J.—I am of the same opinion. It is very satisfac- 
tory to feel that n conclusion so entirely consistent with 
reason is also in full conformity with the Hindu law, as is 
conclusively shewn in the exhaustive judgment which has 
been prepared by Mr. Justice Mitter; and also that the view 
which we had taken of the subject has been, it may be said, 
simultaneously adopted by the highest tribunal which deals 
with questions of Hindu law. 


Parar, J.—In referring this case to a Full Bench, I 
expressed the inclination of the opinion which I then held. Mr. 
Justice Mitter’s very complete argument, in which I ¢oncur, 


has, I think, demonstrated that opinion to be correct. I would, 


therefore, answer the question in the words which have been 
used by the Chief Justice. 


- le a 
MACPHERSON, J.—I am of the same opinion 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, ` 


Mr. Justice Maopherson, Mr. Justice Markby, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


ANANDALAL DAS (Prarie) v. RADHAMOHAN SHAW asb > 
OTHERS (DEFENDANTS.)* 


Altachment—Private Alienation—Act VIIT. of 1859, s. 240. 


Held (Markby, J. dissenting), that a private bond fide alionation, for value, of 
property attached under Act VIIL of 1859, made during the continuance of the 
attachment, is, by section 240 of that Act, null and void only as against the attaching- 
creditor, or persons who may acquire rights under or through the attachment, and not 


, ag against the whole world, 


Tue plaintiff sued for a declaration of right and for possession 
of certain premises, of which he claimed to be the ee under 
a Sheriffs sale. 

The premises in dispute were, on the 29th Saer 1866 (at”. 
which time they were admitted to have been the property of one 
Rasik Chandra Sur), attached by one Indrachand J: ohury, a 
judgment-creditor of the said Rasik Chandra Sur. On the 13th 
November 1866, the said Rasik Chandra Sur entered into an 


` agreement to sell the premises to the defendants. ` On the 17th 


November 1866, the said premises were attached by one Beni 


Madhab Banerjee. On the 19th November 1866, Rasik Chandra’ 


‘Sur executed a conveyance to the defendants for valuable consi- 
deration, and (out of the monies paid to him by the defendant) 
paid the said Indrachand Johury and Beni Madhab Banerjee 
the amount of their respective decrees. But no steps were taken 
to remove the attachments which had issued under those decrees. 


On the 22nd November, and while the two prior attachments 


remained unremoved, the said premises were again attached id 
one Nitai Chand Pal. ` 

Under, this last attachment, the right, title, sid „interest of 
Rasik Chandra Sur in the said: ‘premises were Sold’ on the 22nd - 
February 1867, at a sheriff's sale; and the paren, became the 
purchaser of the same. > © 


* Appeal from a judgment of Mr. Justice Norman, passed on the 20th December 
1867, on the Origiual Side of the Hagh Court. 
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The plaintiff contended, inter ‘alia, that the conveyance to 


inasmuch as- it was a private alienation made during the conti- 


- nuance of the attachment. 


Upon this point the following judgment was delivered: on the 
20th December 1867, by 


NorMAN, J.—The plaintiff contends that though the sale took 
place on the 19th of November, and though a mortgage debt and 
the subsisting attachments were paid off out of the purchase- 
money, he has aright to say that the sale is null and void. 

Now, in order to see what is meant by the 240th section, it is 


.- necessary to remember that, as after attachment and until sale, 
_the property remains in the judgment-debtor, some provision of 


the character of that made by the 240th section was necessary 
in order to prevent any disposition by the judgment-debtor to the 


prejudice of the attaching-creditor. The séction protects the 


rights of such creditor not by making his attachment a prior 
charge, but by making any subsequent alienation null and void, go 
that the alienee shall not be let in to litigate with or interfere in 
any way with him. The Legislature was dealing with the attach- 


E ing-creditor and his rights, not laying down any general rule 


creating disabilities, of which third parties are to be at liberty to 


“take advantage. In my opinion the enactment was passed for 


the protection of the attaching-creditor and the words “ null and 
void” must be read as meaning null and void as against him or 
persons claiming under him. It is not the first time I have had 
the subject under consideration. The same construction has 
recently been put on it by Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. 
Justice Markby, in a case on the Appellate Side of this Court, 
Prannath Mitter v. Shambu Chandra Nath (2). The principle 


of interpretation which applies to the present tase has long been ° 


(1) Act VIII. of 1859, s. 240,—“ After manner aforesaid, any private alienation 
any attachment shalPhave been made by of the property attached, whether by 
actual seizure, or by written order ns sale, gift, or otherwise, and any payment 
aforesaid, and in the case of an attach- of the debt or debts or dividends or shares 
ment by written order after itshall have to the defendant during the continuance 
been duly intimated and made known in of the attachment, shall be = and void.” 

(2) 7 W. Ro 430, 
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recognized and adopted by Courts of Justice in the well known ___ 1908 ` 
instances of Bishop’s leases. In Bacon’s Abridgment, Tit. Leases, pp, . 
it is said, “ though the 13 Eliz., C. 10, says, that all leases, gifts, MANAO 
and grants made by any person or corporations therein mentioned wpe G 
shall be utterly void and of none effect to all intents, constructions 
and purposes, yet it hath been adjudged that a lease made by a 
“Dean and Chapter against the said Statute shall not be avoided; 
nor any covenants therein contained during the. life and conti- 
nuance of the Dean that made the lease,” and reason is given 
because the Statute is made for the benefit of the successors that 
they should not be bound by those acts of their predecessors 
which might turn to their prejudice and disadvantage, but not to 
give the Bishops, &c., power to derogate his own acts. This 
has been settled law from the time of Queen Elizabeth, and is 
referred to, with approbation, by the Privy Council, in the recent 
case of Rani Swarnamayi v. Satish Chandra Roy (1). In that 
case, defendant being in possession, plaintiff sued to enhance the 
rent of a piece of land, on the ground that a certain lease granted 
by a former zemindar was void. The case turned on the construc- 
tion of section 5 of Regualation XLIV. of 1793, which provided 
that if a zemindari is sold for arrears of revenue due from the 
proprietors to Government, all engagements which such proprietors 
shall have contracted with dependant taklookdars, and also all 
-leases to under-tenants, and pottas to ryots shall stand cancelled 
from the day of sale; and the purchaser shall be at liberty to 
demand pergunna rates. Their Lordships construed this section 
* as simply giving a power to the purchaser, to avoid the subsisting 
engagements as to rent, and to increase the rent to that amount 
at which, according to the established usages and rates of the 
pergunna or district, it would have stood had the cancelled 
engagement so avoided never existed. The case, when carefully 
examined, is a very strong one; and I note it, because their Lord- 
ships, appying the principle of ctnstruction above referred to, 
state, that it is one which for its justice, reasonableness, and con- 
venience must be considered of universal application. Coming 
back to the 240th section, let us see, if it is possible to construe 


~ vey 


(1) 10 Mooie I, A., 123. 
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1868 the words “ null and void” in the way plaintifPs counsel contends ` 
| Axarpatat for, If the words mean absolutely null and void of no more 
PIER ERG effect that if no sale had ever taken place, the sale would be null , 

Suaw. and void against the judgment-debtor himself; and if that be so, 
” , a debtor, whose estate is under attachment, might sell his estate 
for its utmost value, and with the price pay off the attachments 
against it; and after having had the full benefit of the purchase- 
money to its utmost farthing, might go and sell the property to 
another. Again, suppose a judgment-debtor, whose shares are 
attached, received dividends on thé shares, could he afterwards go 
to the office and apply for payment again, because the payment 
after attachment was null and void. The injustice would be mons- 
trous. Itis clear, then, that asale or payment of dividends while 
property remains under attachment is not null and void against 
the judgment-debtor. If so, it is not null and void against a 
judgment-creditor, who seizes, or a purchaser who buys, under an 
` attachment subsequent to the sale; such person can only seize and 
acquire by purchase the rights such as they are of the judgment- 
debtor. In the present case, after the sale to the defendants, 
Nitai Chand Pal attached Rasik Chandra Sur's right and 
interest, and, subsequently, sold such right and interest to. the 
"plaintiff. In other words, he seized and sold Rasik Chandra 
Sur’s right and interest, after all right had gone out of him by 
the sale to the defendants. 


‘ From this judgment the plaintiff appealed. The appeal came 
on for hearing before Pracocon, C. J., and Marxsy, J.; and | . 
there being conflicting decisions, the following question was 
referred for the opinion of a Full Bench: 
« Whether a private bond fide alienation, for value, of property 
g attached under Act VIII. of 1859, is by virtue of section 240 of 
~ . tani? that Act null and void as against, all the world, or only as against 
Pe the attaching-creditor, or pergons whomay acquire rights under 
i the attachment, or to what other limited extent? ” 


e 
Mr. Woodroffe (with him the Advocate General).—The law 
of Sheriffs sales is very difterent from what it was'under the 
old Supreme Court. Then the Sheriff acted as agent of the 
parties; now he acts under the order of the Court itself. The 
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Court issues the ‘order for attachment, and the Court must with- 1868 
draw it: Nekram v. Bahadur Sing (1) - . anus 

By section 206 of Act VIII. of 1859, no adjustment of a decree, TEE 
in part, or in whole, shall be recognized by the Court, unless such Suaw. 
adjustment be made through the Court, or be certified to the . 

Court, by the person in whose favour the decree has been made, or 
‘to whom:it has been transferred: Kali Pershad Sarma Roy 
v. Khettranath Shaw (2), Bhya Bhupnath Sahu v. Kunwan (3), 
Dwarhanath Las Biswas v. Annada Charan Das (4), Ganga 
Gobind Gupta v. Makhun Lall Hattee (5). Section 240 is 
derived from Regulation II. of 1806. The effect of an attach- 
ment under that Regulationis shown in Radhacharan Photedar 
v. Moulvie Abdul Alee (6). The language of sections 235 and 
240is clear, and reading them with sections 270 and 271, it is 
evident that- their intention was to protect the other attachment 
holders from collusion between the first attachment holder and the . 
jugdment-debtor. 

The first case decided in this Court was Prannath Mitter v.  * 
Shambu Chandra Nath (7), but this case, though adverse to us, _ 
does not go the length to which Mr. Justice Norman pushes it. 
It may well be that the judgment-creditor, or persons claiming 
under him, would not be heard to object to a sale made with 
his consent. 

On the other side, there are Jadabanand Roy v. Bijoy Gobind 
Chowdhry (8), Manohar Lal v. Juggomohan Lal (9). 

For the general rules for the construction of Statutes, see 

* Smith v. Bell (10), Sussex Peerage case (11). The scope of the 
Act should be ascertained from the Act itself. Now in the Bishop’s 
Leases Act, the intention is simply to prevent the Bishops des- 
poiling their successors. But there is nothing in Act VIII. of 
1859, limiting the benefit of the attachment to the attaching-credit- 
or. On the contrary, there are indications of an intention to bene- `*r, 
fit the creditors generally. Bootai*Sing v. Bhagwan Dutt (12) 


Q) S. D. Rọ, N. W. P., (1864,) 127. (7) 7 W. R$ 430. 
(2) 4 W. R, (M. A.) 1L (8) 7 W. R., 510. 
(3) 7 W. Re 134. (9) 9 W. R., 307. 
(4) 8 W. R., 318. (10) 10 M. & W., 378. 
(5) 9 W. R., 362. (11) 11 OL & Fin., 85. 


(6) 5. D. R., 1859, 102, (12) 8. D. R., (1849,) 283. 
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- isa clear authority to show that an attachment remains in forge 


till withdrawn by the Court. e 

The literal construction must prevail, unless it can be shown 
that such a condition would give section 240, a force either incon- 
sistent with or altogether beyond the scope of the Act. 


Mr. Kennedy (Mr. Marindin with him) for the respondents.— 
The true rule of construction is laid down in Grey v. Pearson (1). 
Act VIII. of 1859 is merely a Civil Procedure Act, to regulate the 


procedure between two parties in litigation, and it is an entire mis- ` 


take to treat these sections, 235, 240, 270, and 271, asif they 


formed part. of an Insolvent Act. The words “null and void” have 


been used in Act after Actin England, and have, time after time, 
been construed in a limited sense: Bryan v. Child (2). The plain- 
tiff'is in no better position than the debtor. This alienation is not 
void against him: Kinderly v. Jervis (3), Watts v. Porter (4), Eyre 
v. Mcdowell (5). Sections 235 and 240 occur in a chapter on 


. the execution of money-decrees, and are merely meant to provide 


for the due execution of a decree by the creditor against the 
debtor. Section 271 merely provides for the case of more than 
one attachment subsisting at the time of sale. 

The literal construction would work grievous hardship The 
judgment-debtor might sell to a bond fide purchaser, pay off 
the decree out of the sale proceeds, get the attachment withdrawn, 
and then retain the property as against the purchaser on the 


‘ground that the sale was null and void under section 240. 


Suppose a debtor satisfied a decree, but neglected formally to 
remove the attachment, would a sale by him of the attached pro- 
perty to a bond fide purchaser, 20 years afterwards, be null and 
yoid ? Take the case of perishable commodities. An attachment of 
a cargo of mango fish could benefit no one. Private sale by ar- 
rangement between creditor and debtor would be void, and the 
fish would be unfit for food long before they could be sold by the 
sheriff, or the attachment released by order of court. 


0) 6 H L. Ca, 106. (4) 3 E. & B, 743. 
(2) 5 Ex., 368. (5) 9 H. L. Oa, 619. 
£3) 22 Beav. 1. 


17 REronig, 
ar, 1869, . 


VOL. IL] ° - FULL BENCH RULINGS. sai egi 


Mr. Woodroffe in reply.—Suppose A attaches B’s property, 1868 
and obtains an order for sale. B, before-sale, with the consent ANANDATAL 
of A, privately sells to C, and satisfies A’s decree. The sheriff, E 
in ignorance of the transaction, proceeds under the order, and = Suaw. 
sells to D. Can it be contended that the sale to C is good against 
D? Yet, if D is in no better position than the judgment-debtor, * 
this would be so. D takes simply because the power of B to 
alienate during attachment is suspended by section 240. It 
.matters not whether the suspension is produced by the aftachment 
under which the property is sold, or by another attachment. 

All that is necessary to nullify the alienation is a subsisting 
attachment at the time when it is made. 

The question is narrowed to this point. Can the words “ during 
the continuance of the attachment” be read “ while the decree is 
unsatisfied by payment?” This cannot be. The proper mode 
of withdrawing an attachment is pointed out in section 245; and 
until the attachment is so withdrawn, it must be deemed to con- 
tinue. Though the sale be void as against the judgment-debtor, 
he would not be heard in a Court of equity to question his own 
acts. As to the cases of possible hardship suggested in argument, 
there are few laws which do not work some hardship in their 
operation. 


Marxsy, J.—The abstract question of law, which is submit- 
ted for the opinion of the Full Bench, is as follows: 

Whether a private bond fide alienation, for value, of property 

„attached in the manner pointed out by section 240, Act VIII. of 
1859, is by virtue of that section null and void as to all the world 
or only as to the attaching-creditor, or the persons who may 
acquire rights under or through the attachment, or to what other ° 
limited extent? 

I consider that the question proposed assumes that a first 
attachment had been issued and had not been formally removed, 
but that the judgment-creditor who had attached had received 
the amount of his claim; and that before thé formal removal of 
this attachment, the property was again attached by another 
creditor, who brought the property to sale by auction, and that 
the question now to be decided arises between a purchaser under 
this sale, and a purchaser by private alienation from the judg- 


Baw, Law RA 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


ment-debtor. The question which we have to consider, resolves 
itself into two, or rather I may say that it may be considered 


-under two aspects. 


First.—Whether the private sale by the judgment-debtor was 
made during the continuance of the attachment. 

Secondly.—If so, whéther this sale is null anf void by reason 
of the provisions of section 240, Act VIII. of 1859, as against 
the 'auction-purchaser. 

Taking the words of sections 235 and 240 im their literal 
meaning, it is clear that both these questions must be answered 
in the afirmative. When a special and formal mode is pointed 
out for withdrawing an attachment, it cannot, speaking with 
strictness, be said to be removed until that mode has been follow- 
ed; and until it is removed, the property, strictly speaking, 
remains under-attachment; and the private sale having taken place ` 
whilst the property was so under attachment, it is, in strictness, 
* null and void” under this section. 

But it is said that we ought not to give these words this strict 
literal construction; that the object of the Act was only to protect 
the rights of the creditors who had actually attached at the time: 
of alienation, and that it was no part of the intention that the 


- attachment by one creditor should enure to the benefit of other 


creditors who had not attached; that the provisions of the Act, 
therefore, must be construed with reference to this intention, and 
when this is satisfied, transactions otherwise valid are not to be 
disturbed. 

I entirely adopt the rule of construction which is sonnel 
for in support of this argument. Not only because Acts of the 
Legistature are, as -Lord Coke said, “many times on a sudden 
penned and corrected by men of none or very little judgment in 
law,” but because by the necessary and inherent imperfections 
of language, such a rule of ,construction is rendered imperative. 
I think it has rightly been called the rational rule of construc- 
tion, and I may take it for the present as adopted by 
Lord Wensleydale in Grey v. Pearson (1), where he says: 
“In construing wills, and indeed Statutes, and all written 


2 (1) 6 H. L. Ca, 106, 
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Jnstruments, the grammatical and ordinary sense of the words 1868 
is to be adhered to, unless that would lead to some absurdity, A*4xvaun 


AS 
or some repugnance or inconsistency with the rest of the instru- 


RaDnanonaxN 
ment; in which case the grammatical and ordinary sense of the Ng 
words may, be modified, so as to avoid that absurdity and incon- 
sistency, but no further.” 

* I willingly, therefore, concede that if it can be clearly ascer- 
tained in this mode that, in these provisions, the rights of the 
attaching-creditor were exclusively in view, then a strict literal 
construction of these words can no longer be contended for; and 
either of the above questions may be answered in the negative. 
The first attachment, though in form remaining, may be consi- 
dered as no longer continuing within the meaning of section 240, 
or the words “null and void” may be read as meaning null and 
void as against the attaching-creditor only; and in either way 

. We arrive at the same conclusion in favor of the defendant, that 

his purchase was good as against subsequent attaching-creditors. 

But this only throws us one step further back upon the inquiry, 
whether the intention of the Legislature was that the attachment 
‘should be for the benefit of the attaching-creditor only, or whether 
it was to some extent to operate for the benefit of other creditors 
by completely ‘suspending the power of the debtor to alienate 
his property whilst the attachment continued. If the latter were 
the intention of the Legislature, then the words of section 240, 
in their stricter and more literal meaning, only carry it out. 

It is generally conceded, and it is laid down by the canon 
of interpretation, which I have now adopted, that the best key 
of construction to one portion of an Act of the Legislature is to be 
found in the other provisions-of the Act itself; and I must own, 
with the greatest respect for those who entertain a different view, 
that an examination of Act VIII. has led me to the conclusion 
that, to some extent at least, the Legislature did intend that the 
attachment of one creditor should enure to the benefit of the 
other creditors, even as against a bond fide putchaser for value. 
For example, if A, on Monday attaches ihe property of B, and 
B, on Tuesday, sells this same property subject to the attachment 
to C, A remaining unpaid, and after the sale to C, a number of 


other creditors, D, E, and F, come in and attach the same pro-, 
i 8—B 
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perty, any one of the attaching-creditors may proceed to get 


AnanbarAn the property sold under the execution. Then under section 271, 
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when the property is sold, the proceeds will be first applied in 
payment of the debt of A, and then divided rateably amongst 
the other creditors, without any regard whatever to the right 
of B. This is a case in which clearly the attachment of A 
operates most effectually in favor of other creditors. For, if the 


_ first attachment operates for the benefit of the attaching-creditor, 


A, only, then, subject to his rights, C would-be the owner of the 


‘property, and by paying off, A would become the absolute owner, 
: to the entire exclusion of D, E, F, &c., whereas the operation 


of this section is entirely otherwise. 

I also think that sections 206 and 245, which provide that 
adjustment of decrees shall be made and attachments removed 
through the Court, point strongly in the same directions, Those 


provisions would be wholly unnecessary, if a private arrangement . 


between creditors and, debtors could be made, the result of which 


. was that the property was released from attachment without the 


action of the Court, which would, as Mr. Woodroffe has, I think, 
rightly argued, come to this, that a private satisfaction of the 
decree would be equivalent to a removal of the attachment. 

With regard to the last paragraph but one of section 243, I 
think that section means that though the arrangement for sale may 
be made privately, yet the money is to be brought into Court, 
and the Court would then withdraw the attachment on applica- 
tion, if it approved of the sale. 

It may be as well, also, in considering what may have been’ 
the intention of the Legislature by these provisions, to consider 
the state of things to which they were intended to be applied. 
By far the most important application of them would bé as against 
insolvent debtors. Solvent debtors do not very often have exe- 
cution issued against the; and if they have, it makes very 
little difference who gets first paid. But insolvent debtors, as 
goon as, or just Wefore their difficulties become public, are very 
prone to do one of two things; either to place their property 
in friendly hands, out of the reach of their creditors, or to con- 
trive that it shall reach favoured creditors only, to the exclusion 
of the rest, `` And as Mr. Justice Bayley and myself pointed 
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out the other day, in a case on the other side of the Court, for 
more than two hundred years the English law hag steadily set 
its face against both of these contrivances (see the observations 
of Lord Mansfield in Worseley v. Demattos) (1). The English 
law has, it is true, gone much further; and in Europe, and here 
in Calcutta, has provided, where a man is insolvent, for an equal 
distribution of his property amongst all his creditors. In India; 
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outside of the Presidency towns, there is not such general pro- | 


vision; but the proyisions under Act VIII. of 1859 relating to 
attachment may, I think, have not improbably been intended as 


an instalment of the same principle, it being one which by uni-- 


versal consent has, wherever it has been applied, been found to be 
beneficial. At all events, I am by no means prepared to say 
that a provision which having this object in view deprives a man 
of the power of alienating his property which has been attached, 
until that attachment has been removed in a formal manner, is 
impolitic and unjust, and could not have been intended by the 
Legislature. 

That this is the plain grammatical meaning of the provision, 


is conceded; and so far from being inconsistent with, or repug~ 


nant to the other sections of the Act, I think I have shewn that 
it is in entire accordance with them. 

As for the absurdities which have been suggested, I cannot 
say that I feel much pressed by them. It has been suggested 
that a wealthy merchant might have all his property seized and 
his business stopped by a malicious creditor. My answer to this 


“is, that the Legislature may well have considered that that is not 


a highly probable contingency. Another suggestion has been 
that a cargo of fish might be seized, and would perish before it 


_ would be sold by order of the Court. My answer is that this 


calamity (which would in any way be very rare) might happen 
under this Act, whatever construction you put upon it, unless 
(when I think probable) it could be avoided by a reasonable 
construction of other sections. I do not think Lord Wensley- 
dale meant that the construction of an Act of the Legislature 
was to be coutrolled by such far-fetched possibilities as these. 


(1) 1 Bwr., 467. 
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The only suggestion which has raised any doubt in my mind 


“Axaxparat is, that possibly a satisfied attachment might accidentally remain 
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unremoved, although all the debts were satisfied, and long after 
this defect in the title of a purchaser who had purchased after 
the attachment might be discovered and reliedon. This would be 
an evil, and perhaps might be an absurdity. If so, that is a good 
reason for limiting the operation of the Act so as to avoid this 
absurdity, but no further. This would be easily done by hold- 
ing the sale void only as against those who were creditors at the 


-time the attachment was created, and who had issued execution 
'; before the formal removal of the attachment. That would avoid 


the supposed absurdity, and would, carrying out the rule relied 
on, be going no further. 

Something has been said about the origin of these provisions. 
I think their origin is to be found neither in the Regulation law 
nor in the law of the old Supreme Court, nor in the law of Eng- 
land. It appears to me to be not improbable that in drawing 


` up a Code of Civil Proceedure, which professes to be based upon 


enlightened principles of modern jurisprudence, its authors may 
have had recourse to a Code of Proceedure which regulates the 
practice of Courts of law in a very large portion of the Conti- 
nent of Europe. I mean that of the Code Napoleon. The 
provisions in this respect of the Code of Civil Procedure in use 
in France, Italy, and a large portion of Germany, are in many 
respect similar to the provisions of the Indian Civil Procedure 


SiR, vat 
15 Mer, 


Code, as I read them. There are important differences, but they | 
are rather differences of form and extent than of principle. In’ 


. those countries if one creditor seizes, no other creditor can seize 


the same property, the maxim being the old French one that 
Saisie sur saisie ne vaut; but any number of creditors may 


come in and claim the benefit of the attachment. This is a 


difference, therefore, of form only. It is also dn inviolable prin- 
ciple of law, that the first creditor can do nothing which may 
impede a speedy and effectual sale of the attached property, and 
when the sale takes place, the proceeds are distributed amongst all 
the creditors without reference to the order in which they claimed 
the benefit of the seizure. This is another-difference, but again 
of degree rather than of principle. The process of execution by 
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way of attachment, under Act VIII., is to my mind much more 
like this Saisie-ezecution of the Code Napoleon than the ordinary 
process of execution in England, or any procedure formerly 
known here. If any one thinks it worth while to refer to the 
French law, he will find it in the Co. Civ. Proc. Fr. ss. 609, 
599; Œuvres de Pothier ed. Buguet, Vol. II., p. 672, Vol. X., 
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p- 216, and the Italian Law in Co. Proc. Civ. Ital., Art., 631. - 
I wish to add that I by no means consider that it follows ` 


from what I have now said that the judgment-debtor himself 
could impeach asale made by him during the continuance of 


attachment. On- this question, asit appears to.me, a totally - 


different class of considerations would arise, namely, how far a man 
would be allowed to impeach the validity of his own acts; or 
putting the same question in another form, how far the con- 
struction of the Act would be controlled by some equitable 
principle. 

Something has also been said during this argument about the 
proper mode of formally removing an attachment in this Court 
on the Original Side. Al questions of practice on the Original 
Side are greatly embarrassed by our having adopted Act VIII. 
of 1859, and a portion—but nobody can say how much—of the 
practice of the old Supreme Court. It seems to me, however, 
that if we have not adopted the provisions of section 245 of Act 
VIII. of 1859 as to the mode of removing an attachment, then 
the practice as to removing attachments must be the same as 
existed in the old Supreme Court as to the removal of executions, 

*which was I believe, by giving notice to the sheriff. This is 
not a matter on which we are now called upon to express a final 


opinion, because the question under consideration assumes that 


the first attachment had not been formally removed; but as the 
question has been mooted and may affect a great many titles, 
I think it right tô express an opinion upon it. 

The result of my judgment is that a private bond fide alien- 
ation by a judgment-debtor, for value, of preperty attached in 
the manner pointed out by section 235, is by virtue of section 


240 null and void not only as to the attaching-creditor, but as’ 


to all other persons who may acquire rights under or through an 
attachment until the original attachment has been formally 
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removed. Possibly, also, there ought to be a further limitation 
to those persons who were creditors at the time the original 
attachmentwas laid on. 


Pracock, c. J,—My learned and honorable colleague, Mr, 


Justice Markby, who has preceded me, has alluded to the iHus- 


trations which were introduced in the course of the argument 


.in- this case, and has described them as mere far-fetched possi- 


bilities. I will not, therefore, take as an illustration of my view 


^ any mere possibility, but will take, as an illustration of my view 


of section 240,.the facts of this case as they actually occurred. 

The first attachment was made under a decree obtained by 
Indra Chandra Johury. The property was attached on the 29th 
of September 1866. The second attachment was at the suit of 
Beni Madhab Banerjee, and was put in on the 17th of Novem- 
ber 1866. The third attachment was at the suit of Nitai Chand 
Pal, and was executed on the 22nd of November 1866. This 
third attachment had not been put in at the time when the sale 
to defendant, now under consideration, was effected. The sale 
was completed for Rs. 15,312-8, on the 19th November 1866, 
before the third attachment was put in; and it was made with 
the consent of all the creditors who had attached the property 
at that time. A conveyance was executed, and the money paid 
by the defendant. The two decrees, under which the property 
had been attached, as well as a prior mortgage, were satisfied 
out of the proceeds of the sale. Unfortunately, the two attach- 
ments which had been put in when the sale was made, had not’ 
been withdrawn, although the decrees under which the attach- 
ments were made had been actually satisfied out of the sale 
proceeds, 

The third attachment was afterwards put in on the 22nd 
November 1866, and the property was still under it on the 21st 
February 1867, when the plaintiff became the purchaser for the 
sum of 1,950 rupees. If the sale to the defendant had not 
occurred, and the sale had been made under the 1st decree, it 
is clear that the amount would not have been sufficient to pay 
off the Ist attachment, so that the second and third attachments 
would have been wholly unsatisfied. 
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The question then arises, what is the true and proper con- 1868 
struction to be put upon section 240., Is such a construction to ANAND A 
be put upon it ag will have the effect of ‘setting aside the sale 
to the defendants for Rs, 15,312-8, and to allow the property to . Snaw. 
be sold to the plaintiff for Rs. 1,950? 

My learned and honorable colleague has alluded to the law 
of the continent, but the law of the continent is not the law of 
this country, nor is it any guide for the construction of Act VIII. 
of 1859, by which the sale in this case is to be governed. We | 
must deal with the law as it prevails here, and must look to 
principles, and see whether section 240 is to be so construed as 
to allow such an injustice to be perpetrated. 

Act VIII. of 1859 was not intended to provide against exist- 
ing evils, but its object was to “ simplify the procedure of the 
Courts of Civil Judicature not established by Royal Charter.”. 

It is pointed out in a chapter well worth studying in Domat’s 
Civil Law, chapter 12, page 88, Boston edition, 1850, edited by 
Custing, that “it is the duty of a lawgiver, to foresee only the 
“ most natural and ordinary events, and to form his dispositions 
“in such a manner as that, without entering into the details of 
.© the singular, cases, he may establish rules common to them all, 

“by discerning that which may deserve either exceptions or 
“ particular dispositions; and next it is the duty, of the Judges 
* to apply the laws, not only to what appears to be regulated 
“ by their express dispositions, but to all the cases where a just 
“ application of them may be made, and which appear to be 
“ec comprehended either within the express sense of the law, or 
« within the consequences that may be gathered from it.” The 
author proceeds: “ It happens in two sorts of cases that it is 
“ necessary to interpret the laws. One is, when we find ina , 
c law some obscurity, ambiguity, or other defect of expression ; w 
“for in this case it is necessary to interpret the law in order 
“ to discover its true meaning. And this kind of interpretation 
“is limited to the expression, that it may be known what the 
“law says. The other is, when it happens that the sense of a 
« law, how clear soever it may appear in the words, would lead 
«c us to false consequences, and to decisions that would be unjust, 
s if the laws were indifferently applied to every thing that is 
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“ contained within the expression. For, in this case, the pal- 


als etc “ pable injustice that would follow from this apparent sense 
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“ obliges us to discover by some kind of interpretation, not what 
“the law says, but what it means; and to judge by its meaning 
« how far it ought to be extended, and what are the bounds that 
** ought to be set to its sense ;” and he goes on and gives a num- 
ber of examples, and says, “ And in order to make them the 
« more useful for such as have least knowledge and experience, 
“we shall set down an example so clear, that it will convince 
* anybody, at first sight, that we ought not always to take the 
e law in the literal sense.” 

One of the examples he gives is in para 42 of the same ae 
ter. “If an arbitrary law being applied to a case which it 


‘© seems to include, there follows a consequence contrary to the 


“c intention of the lawgiver, the rule ought not to be extended 
“to that case. . Thus, for example, the ordinance of Moulens, 
*‘ which annuls indifferently all substitutions for the want of 
s publication, without specifying the persons with respect to 
“whom they are to be null, does not render them null with 
“ respect to the executor who is burdened with the substitution ; 
“e because the executor was obliged by another. rule to cause 
* publication of it to be made, as being charged with the execu- 
“tion of the dispositions of the testator; and he ought not to 
“ reap any benefit by his own negligence or dishonesty.” j 

Now I believe those rules are perfectly in accordance with 
the rules of English law. Itis not necessary for me to refer to, 
many cases. It is sufficient to mention the well-known case as 
to the construction of the Statute of Elizabeth as to Bishop's 
leases, and to refer to the cases of Kinderly v. Jervis (1), 
and Eyre v. Mcdowell (2), to show that laws must receive a 
reasonable construction, and ought not to be applied merely 
according to the letter, whey such a construction would work i injus- 
tice. There isan old case which was a good example of the 


` mischief which nfight arise from too literal a construction of a 


law. The Statute of the lst of Edward the 2nd enacted that a 
prisoner who should break prison should be guilty of felony. 


(1) 22 Beary 1. (2) 9 E L. Ca, 619. 
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But it was held, that when a prison was on fire, and the prisoner _1868 
broke it in order to save his life, he was not guilty of an offence, Awanpazan 
He was within the letter but not within the reason of the law; ee ee 
and it was said that “ he was not to be hanged because he would — suaw. 
not remain in prison and be burnt to death.” 
Applying these principles to the present case, I propose to 
consider what is the true construction of section 240. That 
section is one of the sections in a chapter relating to the exe- 
cution of decrees, 
Section’ 232 enacts that “if the decree be for money, and the 
amount thereof is to be levied from the property of the person 
against whom the same may have been pronounced, the Court X 
shall cause the property to be attached in the manner following.” 
Section 235 provides the manner in which attachment is to be 
made when the property consists of immoveable property. It 
says: “ Where the property shall consist of lands, houses, or other 
“‘immoveable property, the attachment shall be made by a 
“‘ written order prohibiting the defendant from alienating the 
“ property by sale, gift, or any other way, and all persons from 
e receiving the same by purchase, gift, or otherwise.” 
But what is the object of such attachment? Not for the 
benefit of the creditors at large, but for the purpose of levying 
the money due under the particular decree. Section 235 merely 
ordains that the judgment-debtor is not to sell. But it does not 
say what is to be done if he does sell. That was reserved for 
section 240, 
* Section 240 says: “ After any attachment shall have been made 
* by actual seizure, or by written order as aforesaid, and in the 
* case of an attachment by written order, after it shall have been 
“ duly intimated and made known in the manner aforesaid, any 
“ private alienation of the property attached, whether by sale, 
“ gift, or otherwisé, during the continuance of the attachment, 
« shall be null and void.” ` i 
The object was to make it null and void so faw as it might bè 
necessary to secure the execution of the decree. It relates only 
to an alienation, which would affect the creditor who obtained 
the attachment. 


It is clear that notwithstanding a decree, the judgment-debtor 
9—B 
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may, before attachment, sell property liable to be attached, if ` 


he does it bond fide, and a bond fide purchaser will obtain a 
title under the purchase. All that this Act intended to do was 
to prohibit a judgment-debtor from alienating during the con- 
tinuance of an attachment by which he is ordered not to do so. 
Any other construction of the Act would cause great injustice. 
Section 242, to which we have been referred, throws some light 
upon the meaning of the words during the “ continuance of 
c the attachment.” It says: ‘In all cases of attachment under 
“the preceding sections, it shall be competent to the Court, at 
“any time during the attachment, to direct that any part of 
“the property so attached as shall consist of money or bank 
“notes or a sufficient part thereof, shall be paid over to the 
“party applying for execution of the decree: or that any part 
“of the property so attached as may not consist of money or 
“ bank notes, so far as may be necessary for the satisfaction of 
“ the decree, shall be sold, and that the money which may be 
“ realized by such sale or a sufficient part thereof, shall be paid 
“to such party.” 

Now suppose bank notes are seized. If the judgment is satis- 
fied, are they to be paid over to the attaching-creditor, if the 
Court should not have ordered the attachment to be withdrawn, 
If the words are taken in their literal sense, this must be done. 
The words “during the attachment,” in section 242, have the 
game meaning as the words “ during the continuance of the 
attachment” in section 240. Again, if the attachment is to 
be held to be a continuing attachment after the decree has 
been satisfied, merely because the attachment has not been with- 
drawn, what is to be done if it is reversed either on review or 


. on appeal ? 


If the Act intended that the attachment should be for the 
benefit not only of the decreeholder who put # in, but also for 
other creditors, one would expect to find in the Act what other 
creditors were iptended. Are we to guess what others were 
intended. Whether all creditors, whether they have obtained 
decrees or not, or only those who have obtained decrees or those 
who having obtained decrees have caused them to be executed 
by attachment.” 
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Suppose a decree-holder should put in an attachment and after- 
wards his decree should be satisfied, and he should request to 
have the attachment withdrawn. Suppose the debtor should, 
after satisfaction of the decree, sell to a bond fide purchaser, would 
such sale be absolutely null and void? 

Section 271 says: “ If after the claim of the person on whose 
* application the property was attached, has been satisfied in full 
* from the proceeds of the sale, any surplus remain, such sur- 
“plus shall be distributed rateably amongst any other persons 
& who, prior to the order for such distribution, may have taken out 
“execution of decrees against the same defendant, and not 
* obtained satisfaction thereof.” 

It provides for property once sold, and says that the proceeds 
are to be divided among persons who have taken out execution. 
That would not enable all persons who had obtained decrees 
without baving taken out execution upon them to participate in 
the proceeds. If so, they should have no right to prevent an 
attaching-creditor from withdrawing his attachment upon satis- 
faction of his decree, or to set aside a bond Jide sale made by 
the debtor after satisfaction of all decrees upon which such 
attachments had been issued. 

Section 245 provides: “If the amount decreed with costs and 
“ all charges and expenses which may be incurred by the attach- 
“ment be paid into Court, or if satisfaction of the decree be 
e otherwise made, an order shall be issued for the withdrawal 
“of the attachment; and if the defendant shall desire it and 
shall deposit in Court asum sufficient to cover the expense, 
“(the order shall be proclaimed or intimated in the same manner 
‘as hereinbefore prescribed for the proclamation or intimation 
“of the attachment, and such steps shall be taken as may be 
* necessary for staying further proceedings in execution of the 
s decree.” E 

If the construction contended for on behalf of the plaintiff be 
correct, I should have thought that the Legislagure would in this 
section have protected the rights of all other decree-holders ; 
whereas there is nothing to prevent any decree-holder from with- 
drawing his attachment even before satisfaction of his decree, 
still less to authorize him to continue the attachment after satis- 
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faction of it. Why are we to suppose that the provisions of section 


ANANDALAT 240 were intended for the benefit of all decree-holders and not for 
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the benefit of all creditors. Yet no one goes the length of con- 
tending thatit was intended for the benefit-of all the creditors. 

If the debtor in this case had not had power to settle with the 
attaching-creditors and to sell with their consent, he could not 
have raised money to-satisfy the attaching-creditors, and the pro- 
perty must have been sold. under. the execution and probably 
have realized next to nothing. It appears to me that the con- 
struction contended for is contrary to all true principles of con- 
struction, and contrary to the principle upen which it has been 
decided, that the words “ null and void” do not mean absolutely 
null and void against all the world. The sale not being null and 
void against all the world, against whom are we to hold that the 
Legislature intended to make it so. In my opinion, it was intend- 
ed to make it so only ‘as regards creditors who had obtained 
attachments and against every person who should obtain a title 
under the attaching-creditors, by purchasing under a sale in 
execution of the decree under which it was attached, not as re- 
gards all creditors, nor as regards decreeholders who had not 
obtained attachments. The sale was not rendered void by 
any provision of the law of Bankruptcy or Insolvency with 
regard to the interests of all the creditors, but merely in conse- 
quence of section 235, which was passed to give effect to attach- 
ments in execution of decrees. 

The answer to the question put to us might, in my opinion, be 
that a private bond fide alienation of property during the cont 
tinuance of an attachment is null and void only as respects the 
attaching-creditor and those who claim under or through the 
attachment. 


JAOKSON, J.—I concur in the opinion which ‘has been expressed 
by the Chief Justice, and generally also in the reasons by 


which he has swpported that opinion. But as his judgment. 


contains a great variety of propositions, some of which I have 
not had the opportunity of fully considering, I desire to state 
very briefly the grounds of my opmion in the point which we 
have to determine, 
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Generally speaking, in considering matters of construction, 1868 
I prefer dealing with them as pure matters of reasoning apart ANANDALAT 
from the circumstances of the particular case in which the pion oran 
question arises. It appears to me that, in interpreting legislative  Suaw. 
enactments, we are confined to two principles of construction: 
one being the literal and grammatical meaning of the passage, 
and the other the meaning which seems to correspond with the 
intention of the Legislature, such intention being collected partly 
from other passages of the same enactment, and partly from a 
consideration of the particular object which they had in view. Now 
it is admitted that in this case an absolutely literal construction 
is out of the question, and that we must ascertain from the con- 
text and from the occasion of using them how far the words are 
actually intended to go. 

It seems to me, and I have always thought so, that in that 
portion of the Code in which section 240 occurs, i. e., section 232 to 
245, the Legislature had in view merely the procedure in exe- 
cution of a single decree between one plaintiff or set of co- 
plaintiffs, and one defendant or set of co-defendants. In order 
properly to consider the effect of section 240, I think we ought 
to read sections 235, 240, and 245 together. 

Section 235 provides that, “where the property shall consist 
of land, houses, or other immoveable property, the attachment 
shall be made by a written order, prohibiting the defendant from 
alienating the property by sale, gift, or in any other way, and all 
persons from receiving the same by purchase, gift, or other- 

* wise.” 

Section 240 declares that, “after any attachment shall have 
been made by actual seizure, or by written order as aforesaid, 
and in case of an attachment by written order, after it shall have 
been duly intimated and made known in manner aforesaid, any 
private alienatiorf of the property attached, whether by sale, gift, 
or otherwise, and any payment of the debt or debts or dividends, 
shares, to the defendant during the continuance of the attachment 
shall be null and void.” 

Section 245 no doubt indicates the only formal mode of ter- 
minsting the attachment, and a prudent person who had satis- 
fied the judgment under which the attachment had been made, 
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-1868 and who desired to free himself entirely from such impediment 
seca to the right of dealing with his own property which might arise 
Rapreoman TOM the continuance of an attachment, would certainly take care 
Snaw. to have the attachment removed in the way indicated. 

But I apprehend that on the case arising, it would be open to 
the alienee to show that the attachment had virtually come to 
an end by a satisfaction of the decree under which the property 
had been attached. In any case, however, it appears to me 
that the only person entitled to raise the question is the parti- 
cular attaching-creditor, or some person who has acquired rights 
under the attachment in force at the time of the alennatn which 
was challenged, 

One question which was suggested was, whether with adver- 
tence to section 271, a creditor who had taken out execution 
while the attachment continued, had any such interest as to 
entitle him to insist that the attachment could not be withdrawn 
without satisfaction of his decree. But it seems to me clear 
that section 271 only applies to cases when the fund arising 
from the sale of the attached property is actually in Court. In 
cases under section 243, the Court will, no doubt, take care not 
to sanction an arrangement of the kind there mentioned, unless 
provision is made for payment of all the parties holding attach- 
ments on the property. In the present case, I understand that 
the attachment under which the plaintiff claims took place after 
the sale to the défendant had been completed. ° 

This is shortly the view which I have taken of the section 
under consideration. I am of opinion that an alienation made ° 
during attachment is not void as against all the world, but only 
as against the attaching-creditor and those who have acquired 
rights under his attachment. ` 


MACPHERSON, J.—I concur in the answer,which the Chief 
Justice proposes to give to the question put to us, and also 
generally in the reasons which he has given in support of it. 
I consider that the answer is given merely to the abstract ques- 
tion, without reference to the facts of this particular case. 


MITTER, J.—I concur with the opinion of the Chief Justice 
in holding that a private bond fide alienation of the property 


IAW REPORTS, 


Bier., 1869, 


VOL. IL] ` FULL BENOH RULINGS. 


attached in execution of a decree is null and void as against 
the attaching-creditor only, and those who claim through or by 
him, but not as against any other person. i 

. It appears to me that in construing the provisions of the 240th 
section of the Code of Civil Procedure, there is no other alter- 
native than to hold either that the alienation is null and void as 
against the whole world, including the judgment-debtor himself, 
or that it is null and void as against the attaching-creditor only 
and those claiming by or through him. 

If the words of the section in question are to be understood 
in their absolute signification, or in other words if it is once held 
that the alienation is null and void as against the whole world, it 
must be necessarily null and void as against the judgment-debtor, 
also, who is one of the world. It has been said that although 
upon a proper construction of section 240 it must he held that 
the alienation is null and void as against the judgment-~debtor 
also, a Court of Equity would not permit the judgment-debtor to 
repudiate his own deliberate act to the prejudice of a bond fide 
purchaser for value. I am of opinion that this argument is enti- 
tled to no weight. No one can be estopped by an act which the 
Legislature has declared to be null and void, in his favor, and it 
is beyond all controversy that a Court of Equity is bound to 
follow the declared intentions of the Legislature just as much as 
any other Courtof Justice. It is clear, therefore, that those who 
would put an absolute construction upon the words of section 
240 are bound for the mere sake of logical consistency to go the 


- entire length of holding that the alienation is null and void as 


against the judgment-debtor also. 

But if it is once conceded, as I think it has been virtually con- 
ceded, in the argument before us, that the alienation is not null 
and void as against the judgment~debtor, the position that it is 
null and void as against the whole world must necessarily fall to 
the ground; and all attempts to extend the operation of the 
section in question beyond the attaching-credijor and those who 
claim through or by him, must also fall with it. For it is 
clear that if we once abandon the position above referred to, 
there must be a line of demarcation somewhere beyond which it 
would be obviously improper to go, and I may here observe that 
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the onus of pointing out the true situation of this line, lies upon 
those who would extend it beyond the attaching-creditor and 
persons claiming by. or through him. Be this as it may, it is per- 
fectly clear that if we exclude the judgment-debtor, we must also 
exclude those persons who derive their title through him, and as 
to strangers, it is sufficient to say, that they can have no possible 
right in justice or equity to take an advantage of an attachment 
which was neither made at their instance nor intended for their 
benefit. It has been said that when a property is attached in 
execution of a decree, the attachment is made not merely for the 
benefit of the attaching creditor, but for that of all the creditors 
generally. I am of opinion that the argument is not sound. 
There is nothing whatever in the Procedure Code to warrant 
such a contention, nor do I find anything in justice or equity by 
which it can be supported. A judgment-creditoris entitled only. 
to seize the right, title, and interest of his debtors, but if the aliena- 
tion in question is a valid, and binding alienation so far as the 
debtor himself is concerned, there is nothing left for his creditors 


to sieze for the satisfaction of their decrees. Again if we extend, 


the operation of the section under our consideration to the credi- 
tors generally, are we to take in all the creditors whether existing 
at the time of the attachment or not; and, secondly, if we confine 
ourselves to the existing creditors only, are we to take in all the 
existing creditors whether they may have obtained decrees or 
otherwise? These questions must be satisfactorily answered before 
we can accept the proposed interpretation, and so far as I can 


judge from the provisions of the Code, I do not see the slightest" 


reason for holding that all those creditors are entitled, indiscri- 
minately, to claim the benefit of the attachment in question. 

In conclusion, I wish to make a few observations with reference 
to an argument that has been attempted to be drawn before us 
from the provisions of section 271. That se¢tion, it is to be 
observed, comes into operation when the property attached has 
already been sold, gand when there is a surplus left in the hands 
of the Court after the demand of the attaching-creditor is satisfied 


in full. The persons among whom this surplus is directed to be | 


distributed, are allowed to participate in it, not because of the 
previous attachment with which they had nothing to do, but 
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because of a particular contingency Which has brought in to the 
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hands of the Court a certain sum of money which the Court has Axaxpanau 


been authorized: to apply for their benefit. The efficacy of the 
attachment is exhausted for ihe benefit of the attaching-creditor 


_ himself, and if no surplus is left after the full satisfaction of his 


decree, the other creditors must be left to execute their- decrees as 


best they can. There again, it is to be observed, that the surplus 


sale proceeds are to be distributed among those creditors only 
who “ may have taken out execution of their decrees,” prior to 
the-date when the order for the distribution is made. Now I am 
at a loss tó fnderstand by, what means we are to discover who 
these creditors are, when no sale has actually taken place. In 
the present case there has been no sale at the instance of the 
creditor who first attached the property in dispute, and: conse- 
quently there has been neither any surplus sale proceeds nor any 
order for the distribution of such proceeds. How then is the 
appellant to be permitted to say that the creditor in execution of 
whose decree he has purchased the property in question, was one 
of the creditors referred to in section 271; or, in other words, that. 
he yas Sigof the creditors “ who may have taken out execution 
of their decrees” prior to the order for distribution contemplated 
by that section. But be this as it may, it is abundantly clear that 
the creditors referred to in section 271 could not compel the 
attaching-creditor to cause the sale of the property attached by 
him, and if they could not compel him to bring the property to 
sale, I do not see any reason why they should be permitted to 
claim the benefit of his attachment, when he himself has waived it. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Loch, Mr. Justice 
Macpherson, Mr, Justice E. Jackson, and Mr. Justice Glover. 


SHEIKH WAHID ALI (DEFENDANT) y. MUSSAMUT JUMAYI 
(Praintier. j 


Exceution— Parly—Swit—Act XXIIT. of 1861, s. 11—#ict PIH. of 1859, 
88, 201 and 209. 


_- Ina former suit brought for possession of immovcable property against J. and hor 
father, and subsequently revived against J. ns the representative of her father, posses- 


* Regular Appeal, No. 266 of 1868, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
of Patna. 
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Li 
sion and mesne profits were decreed against J. in her representative capacity, while 


> 88 against her in her individual capacity the suit was dismissed. The decree-holder, 


after obtaining possession, attached and sold in satisfaction of his decree for mesno 
profits J.’s private property, notwithstanding her objections, and himself became 
the purchaser, but never obtained possession. This sale, ordered on the 8th October 
1863, was confirmed by the Judge on 15th March 1864. Tho present snit was 
brought by J. for.confirmation of her possossion of ae private property by 


` cancellation of the execution sale. - a 


Held, (Macrusrson and Grover, JJ, Pree that such suit was main- 
tainable, and that J. in her individual capacity was not a party to the suit in 
which execution issued, within the meaning of Section 11 of Act XXII. of 1861. 

Tue plaintiff, Jumayi, sued Chowdhry Sheikh Wahid Ah, 
for confirmation of possession of certain lands, in the dis- 


trict of Patna, by cancellation of: an execution sale, dated 8th 


October 1863, * * * by reversal of the order of the High 
Court, dated 28th September 1866. The plaintiff obtained a decree 


in the lower Court, from which the defendant now appealed. The - 


case was one of a long course of litigation between the parties, 
extending over a period of fourteen years, namely, from 1854 
to 1868. The circumstances under which it arose, and also under 
which this appeal was referred to a Full Bench, fally- sappear 
in the referring orders of the Division Bench (Moriso and 
GLOVER, JJ). . 


‘MACPHERSON, J.—In this case the respondent, Mussamut 
Jumayi, sues the appellant, Sheikh Wahid Ali, “ for confirmation 
of possession, by cancellation of an execution sale, dated 8th 
October 1863,” * * * “ by reversal of the High Court’s order 


` ~ dated 28th September 1866.” 


The appellant, in 1854, brought suit in the Patna Court, to 
obtain possession of certain lands, of which those which are the 
subject of the present dispute, form part. Amongst other defend- 
ants in this suit, were Waris Ali, who glaimed nearly the 
whole of the lands under a Bharna bond, and the respondent, 
Jumayi, who clpimed a small share, as purchaser. Waris Ali 
having died, an application was made to the Court in January 
1856 to have his son Mullick Inayet Hossein, his daughter 
Mussamut Jumayi, and others, made defendants, as being his 


‘ heirs and representatives. The order of the Court actually 


putting them upon the record as defendants, is not forthcoming 


a 
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> b vk t 
apparontly ; at any rate‘it is not before-me now. But'there is 1888 
no question, that Mullick Inayet Hossein was made a defendant, Suzixn Wa- 
and I think that the’ list of defendants named in the heading of aaa 
the formal decree (of the 29th of November 1861) of the Court Jomayz 
of the Judge of Patna, shews sufficiently, as also. do other pro- l 
ceedings of a later, date, that Mussamut Jumayi was also put 
e upon the record as one of her father’s representatives. As I 

have already said, she was one of the original defendants in her 
own right. 

The Judge of Patna decided in favor of Sheikh Wahid Ali, ' 
and gave him a decree for possession and for mesne profits, declar- 
ing the defendants jointly and severally liable for the latter. 

From this decision two appeals were preferred to the High 
Court. In the one, registered as regular appeal, No. 46 of 1862, 
Mullick Inayet Hossein alone was appellant; in the other, which 
is regular appeal, No. 43 of 1862, Mussamut Jumayi and six 
other defendants (not including Mullick Inayet Hossein) are the 
appellaits. Jumayi appealed, on the ground that the lower 
Court ought to have found that she had proved her right to the 
share of the lands in suit, which she claimed as purchaser. 

The appeal No. 46 was dismissed with costs on the 10th July 
1863. But in the appeal No. 43 it was decided that Mussamut 
Jumayi had proved her claim, and the decree of the lower 
Court was altered accordingly ; ; and then the decree went on to 
declare that Mussamut Jumayi and five others of the appellants, 
in appeal No. 43, had been unnecessarily made parties to the suit; 
and it was ordered that the suit be dismissed, as regards them, 
with costs. The decrees of the High*Court in both these appeals _ 
bear date the 10th July 1863. 7 

The appeals having been disposed of, Sheikh Wahid Ali 
applied to the Patna Court for execution of his decree for mesne 
profits by attachment and sale of the separate property of 
Mussamut Jumayi, stating that he had already been put in 
possession of the lands, of which possession Mad been decreed 
to him. On the 9th September 1863, Mussamut Jumayi filed : 
a petition opposing the application, on the ground, that by the 
decree of the High Court she was exonerated from all liability. 
On the 15th September, Sheikh Wahid Ali filed a petition by 
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, 1868 way of reply, contending that though Jumayi had, by the decree 
Simnar Wa- of the High Court, been discharged from all liability as regards 
ip ALI z B . : 
Pan ome the share in the property which she claimed in her own 
Joay right as purchaser, she had not been discharged from her 
` liability as one of the representatives of her deceased father, 
Waris Ali, The Judge concurring in thig, view of the- effect 
of the decrees of the High Court, on the 5th of October, ordered . 
that the sale should proceed. 
On the 7th of October, Mussamut Jumayi filed a further peti- 
tion of objection referring to her foimer petition having been 
rejected, and to her having been held by the Judge to be liable, 
on the ground of her being one of the heirs of Waris Ali, and 
contending that it was quite contrary to the provisions of sec- 
tions 211 and 203 of Act VIII. of 1859, that her private 
property should be sold in satisfaction of a debt due by her 
ancestor. This petition was on the same day rejected by the 
Judge; and on the next day, the 8th of October 1863, the sale 
took place, and the property was purchased by the decree-holder, 
that is to say, by the appellant, Sheikh Wahid Ali. This is 
the sale the cancellation of which is the object of the present 
suit. Sheikh Wahid Ali has never, according to the allegation 
of the respondent, obtained possession under his purchase.. But 
the sale, ever since it took place, has been the source of constant 
and most unfortunate litigation between the parties, I shall, 
however, refer to those proceedings only, reference to which is 
essential for the purposes of the present suit. 
Various objections to the sale were raised by Mussamut 
Jumayi, after the sale had taken place, but they were overrul- 
ed; and the sale was confirmed by the Judge on the 15th March 
1864. On appeal from this order to the High Court, a Division 
Bench held, on the 30th January 1866, that the sale was not bad 
by reason of any of the drregularities as to proclamation, &c., 
which had been pleaded on behalf of Mussamut Jumayi; but that 
Mussamut Jumayicould be liable for her father’s debts only to the 
extent to which she inherited from him, and that the sale could 
hold good against her property only if she were found to have 
inherited anything; and the Court remanded the case to the 
Judge io decide whether Mussamut Jumayi inherited anything 
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(and if anything, what?) from her father. The Court at the same . 


time added that if she did take anything by inheritance, her 
liability would be in proportion. 

On the 27th May 1865, the Judge of Patna decided that 
Mussamut Jumayi had inherited nothing from her father Waris 
Ali ; and he, therefore, declared that the sale could not be con- 
firmed. i 

From this decision, Sheikh Wahid Ali appealed to the High 
Court, and his appeal was disposed of by a Division Bench on 
the 18th September 1865. The contention was, that the sale 
having once been completed and confirmed could not be set aside 
by an order in the miscellaneous department. The Court thought 
that the objection was good, and that the sale having once been 
confirmed could not be set aside in the execution department. 
But with reference to the decision of the Court of the 30th 
January 18665 (the effect of which was to set aside the sale, if 
it were proved that Jumayi had inherited nothing from her father) 
the Court said: “ Under these circumstances we think the proper 
course for him (Sheikh Wahid) to pursue, is to apply to the Court 
for a review of its order of 30th January last. Were we 
now to reverse the decision of the lower Court, we should 
virtually be setting aside that order; meantime we must dismiss 
the appeal with costs.” 

Thereupon, an application was made by Sheikh Wahid Al, 
for review of the judgment of 30th January 1865, and this 
application was disposed of on the 28th September 1866. The 
Court said: “We think the objection taken by Jumayi to 
the sale of her property is certainly a valid one; butit was neces- 
sary that such objection should havebeen raised before the sale took 
place, or if raised, it should have been made in good time (section 
247) or it could not have been attended to, and the objector must 
seek her remedy in the Civil Court. « It is true that in the judg- 
ment of this Court, dated the 8th of July 1864, it is said that 
Jumayi has all along put forward this contention, but with the 
whole record before us, the pleader for Jumayi has failed to show 
that it was urged before the sale took place, except once in her 
answer in the regular suit, when no issue was raised upon it. We 
agree with the learned counsel for the petitioner, that this 
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objection, however valid, is not an irregularity contemplated in‘ 


section 256 of Act VIII. of 1859. That, consequently, the sale 
which took place before this objection was properly raised, cannot 
be legally set aside, and must be confirmed, and that the only 
course open to Jumayi to set it aside, is by suit in the Civil 
Court. Under this view of the case, we amend our order of the 
30th January 1865, and the order of the Judge of the 27th May 
1865, and we restore and confirm the order of the Judge of the 
15th March 1864, rejecting the application of Jumayi to set aside 
the sale, and we award costs to the petitioners in appeal No. 306 
of 1864 disposed of by this Court, on the 30th January 1865, as 
well as the costs of the present application. The parties will bear 
their own costs of the intermediate proceedings.” 

The plaint, in the present suit, was filed on the 6th October 
1866. It appears to me that the suit will not lie, Section 11 
of Act XXIII. of 1861 eaacts, that all “ questions arising 
between the parties to the suit in which the decree was passed, 
and relating to the execution of the decree, shall be determined 
by the Court executing the decree, and not by separate suit, and 
the order passed by the Court shall be open to appeal.” 

It is quite impossible to say that Mussamut Jumayi was not, in 
all the execution proceedings, “aparty to the suit in which the 
decree was passed,” within the meaning of this section. It is, 
as a party to the suit, and in no other capacity, that she has been 
litigating all along. Her original objection’ to the issue of 
execution against her was, that she was exonerated from liabi- 
lity by the decree of this Court of the 10th July 1863. 
The Court (1) decided that she was not exonerated in her repre- 
séntative capacity ; and that decision, whether it was right or 
whether it was wrong, has never to this day been set-aside. The 
question of her being liable at all, as an heiress of her father, 
was raised in an applicatiop for a review of the judgment of the 
10th July 1863. This application was rejected by Mr. Justice 
E. Jackson on the 2nd of December 1863, on the ground that 
the point had never been raised either at the hearing of the 
case in the lower Court in 1861, or at the hearing of the regular 
appeal, and that it was then too late to re-open the proceedings, 


(1) E. Jackson and Roberta, JJ. 
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With the exception of this one application, the whole litiga- 
tion was confined to the question as to whether she had inherited 
any thing from her father, and her legal position with reference 
to that issue. 

Moreover, even if she had not been thus constantly before the 
Court as a party to the suit, I should still think her a party to the 
suit within the meaning of section 1l,of Act XXIII., inasmuch as 
she was admittedly a party to the suit up to the date of the 
decree of the High Court of the 10th July 1863 ; and that decree, 
in ordering that the suit be dismissed as against her, ordered 
that the plaintiff (Sheikh Wahid Ali) should pay her costs. 
Though the suit was ordered to be dismissed, she still remained 
a party to it as regards all questions “relating to the execution 
‘of the decree,* whatever might be the nature of those questions. 
` It is contended by Mr. Doyne, that, as a Division Bench has 
said that the only course open to the respondent was to get the 
sale set agide by means of a suit in the Civil Court, I am bound 
to entertain this suit, and decide it on its merits. But I think 
I am bound to carry out the law as I find it clearly and unmis- 
takably laid down by the Legislature in Act XXIII, of 1861, 
rather than to follow what is but an obiter dictum of a Division 
Court. 

It is also argued that as the appellant himself contended in 
the miscellaneous department, that the respondent’s remedy (if any) 
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was by a separate regular suit, he ought not to be heard to argue - 


that this suit is wrongly brought. But whatever the course for- 
merly adopted by the appellant, I do not think that this Court has 
any jurisdiction to entertain a separate suit, for a matter regarding 
which the Legislature has expressly declared that a separate 
suit shall not be brought. 

As my opinion is in direct conflict with that of the Judges of the 
Division Court “who, on the 28th September 1866 (1) expressed 
the opinion that a suit such as this would lie, E think the proper 
course will be to refer the case to a Full Bewch for decision. 


GLOVER, J.—I concur. It seems impossible to make out that 
Mussamut Jumayi was not a party to the suit in which the 
(1) 6 W. R, @L R.) 116. i 
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1868 Hee was passed. In the case in which she, with others, appealed 
“a Aan against the Judge’s order (No. 43 of 1862) she was awarded costs ; 
eee and in the other, she has litigated all along as a party to the 
Jaure original decree which she sought to reverse. 


Under section 11, Act XXIII. of 1861, Mussamut Jumayi, as 
a party to the suit in which the, decree was passed, has done all 
that the law allows, namely tœappeal ; and as the final order of this i 
Court dated the 28th September 1866 confirmed the sale, by 
section 11, Act XXIII. of 1861, no separate suit to stay execu- 
tion could have been brought. 


I think that Mussamut Jumayi ought not to have been told 
that “the only course open to her was a suit in the Civil 
“Court.”. I agree, therefore, with Mr. Justice Macpherson in 
thinking that, under the circumstances, the case should be refer- 
red to a Full Bench. 


Mr. Paul (Baboo Annada Prasad ‘ Banerjee and Mr. R. E. 
Twidale with him) for appellant.—This suit is clearly barred 
by the express provisions of section 11 of Act XXIII. of 1861. 
It cannot be contended that Mussamut Jumayi was not, in all 
the execution proceedings, “a party to the suit in which the 
decrée was passed,” within the meaning of the above section. 
By the decree of the High Court of the 10th July 1863, though 
she was discharged from liability as regards the share in the 
property claimed in her own right as purchaser, yet she continued 
Liable under the decree in her representative capacity. The 
order of the Judge of Patna of the 5th October 1863, which 
made her liable as one of the representatives of her deceased 
father, Waris, was never set aside by the High Court. Nor 
was there’ any appeal against the order of the Judge‘of the 7th - 
October 1863. Thus she was not wholly exonerated from, Habi- 
lity. The terms of section 11 are very clear and general. It 
does not make any difference whether a defendant was. a defend- 
ant in his own right or in his representative capacity. Mussa- 
mut Jumayi continued tobe a party to the suit for all intents 
and purposes. Though the suit as against her was ordered to 
be dismissed with costs, that did not necessarily make, her -less a - 
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party to the suit. She still remained a party to it as regards 
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“all questions relating to the execution of the decree,” whatever Sesma Wa- 


might be the nature of those questions. This Cowt has no 
jurisdiction to entertain a separate suit, for a matter regarding 
which the Legislature has expressly declared that a separate suit 
shall not bə brought. It is not denied that, under certain 
circumstances, a persons private property may be sold in 
execution of a decree held against him in his representative 


. capacity. 


; 


The plaintif lost all her remedy by neglecting to ‘adopt the 
proper measures at the proper time. She could have raised the 
objection of her non-lability on the above ground to the decree 
held against her deceased father when it was sought to be 
executed, both before the sale took place and before it was con- 
firmed on the 16th March. But she then chose to raise certain frivo- 
lous objections which, however, were overruled, and this main 
contention was never brought to the notice of the Court. No 
steps whatever were taken by her between the Sth October 1863, 
when it was ordered that the sale should proceed, and the 16th 
March 1864, when the confirmation took place, either to stop the 
sale, or at least to prevent the confirmation of it. As the sale 
has been confirmed, the plaintiff is not entitled to obtain any 


relief under the law. Section 257 relates to the validity or - 


otherwise of a sale held in execution of a decree with respect to 
the formalities therein contained. But it does not embrace other 
questions such as fraud, on which the present plaintiff has based 
her action. 

Moreover, if it be contended that the execution proceedings 
were from the very beginning null and void, then the plaintiff 
has, got nothing to be declared in her favor. The sale which 
took place i in satisfaction of the decree would, consequently, con- 
vey nò property belonging to the plaintif. Thus even taking 
this view of the case she has no cause of action. She is still in 


, possession *of. the lands in suit, and she can, ff all the proceed- 


ings ‘are null and void, resist her opponent in taking possession. 
In circumstances-like these, no declaratory decree can be made. 
The principle applicable under the head removing “clouds from 


i titles” does not apply. Hereit is alleged by the plaintiff that the 
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proceedings under which her property was sold are null and void. 


Buen Wa- Such being the case she has no equity. If a legal title had been 
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alleged with a substratum of facts to base it upon, it might have 
been said that the plaintiff had an equity to clear such legal title. 
In this case the question as to whether the proceedings taken in 


the suit were efficient for the purpose of passing her separate 


property, did not turn upon any disputed facts, but on a construc~ 
tion to be put upon a decree of Court. 


Mr. C. Gregory, for respondent.—Mussamut Jumayi was no 

party to the decree obtained by Wahid Ali, in execution of 
which her own individual property was sold, for the High Court 
by its. order of the 10th July 1863 wholly exonerated her, as 
well as others who were co-defendants with her, from all lability 
under ‘the aforesaid decree. 
* Section 11 of Act XXIII. of 1861 expressly applies to those 
only who are parties to the suit in which the decree was passed, 
As Jumayi’s name was ordered by the High Court to be dis- 
missed from the record, she ceased to be “a party to the suit” 
within the meaning of that section, All subsequent proceedings 
were, therefore, null and void as against the present plaintiff. 

No decree having been passed against the present plaintiff in 
her individual capacity, her private property ought not to have 
been sold in execution. It was, however, contended that the 
plaintiff had her remedy under section 11 of Act XXIII. of 
1861. But she could not seek the benefit of that section, inas- 
much as she was not “a party to the suit” within the means 
of that section. 

‘Nor was Jumayi liable in her representative capacity. There 
is no express order of the Court declaring her a defendant as 


. representative of her deceased father. But admitting that she 


was properly made a defendant, it is incumbent on the present 
defendant, Wahid Ali, to show that she inherited assets, from her 
father, which he has failed to do. ‘There is nothing in section 
Ll of Act XXIII. of 1861 which bars the plaintiff from, suing 
to set aside the sale and getting back her property. Issan Chun- 
der Doss v. Chundro Bodinee (1) : 


> 


Q) 7 W. Bu 361. 
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This is a much stronger case than that of <Abdool Hye v, 


83 


1868 


Nawab Raj (2). Here the execution-creditor himself purchased sas Was, i 


the property in dispute in satisfaction of his own decree with full 
knowledge of the contention of Jumyai. 


The opinions of the Full Bench were delivered as follows :— 


Pracoonr, C. J.—There are some facts in this case which are 
beyond dispute. One is that the plaintiff in this suit was, on the 
30th of December 1854, when the litigation was commenced by 


v 
Mussamur 
JUMAYI, 


Wahid Ali against her, entitled to property in her individual - 


character, and that if this suit is not maintainable, her private 
property will be made available to satisfy the liability -of her 
deceased father for mesne profits and costs, though she has not 
inherited a farthing from him. This litigation, in which she has 
been unfortunately engaged, has occupied a space of nearly four- 
teen years. 

(His Lordship, after stating the various proceedings which are 
set out in the referring order of MACPHERSON, J., down to 
the bringing the present suit, continued) :—The Principal Sudder 
Ameen having raised an issue whether the plaintiff inherited 
any property from her father, Waris Ali, found that the father 


was a Thanna peon on a salary of rupees 4 or 5 a month, out ` 


of which he had to support a wife, two daughters, and a son, 
besides himself, and he came to the conclusion that he never had 
any immoveable property, which could have descended to the 
plaintiff; and he stated that, in his opinion, whatever little pro- 
perty the father possessed, had been seized by his son Inayet 
Hossein, after his death. The plaintiff having succeeded in her 
suit, Wahid Ali appealed to this Court, on the 5th of September 
1867, contending that no suit could be maintained by the plaintiff, 
and that as she was a party to the original suit, her only remedy 


, was by application tothe Court. Iam glad to be able to say that 


in my opinion there is no legal foundation for this contention. 
Section 11, Act XXIII. of 1861, is that upom which the appel- 
lant’s contention is founded. It enacts, amongst other things, 
that any question arising between the parties to the suitin which 
the decree was passed, and relating to the execution of the decree, 


(2) 9 W. B., 196, 
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' shall be determined by order of the Court executing the decree, 


“Spo Aur and not by separate suit. 


x Monsano 
JULAT, 


It appears to me that this enactment does not siirt to a case 
in which a decree, under which property has been sold in execu- 


` ` tion, is subsequently reversed upon appeal, and in which the 


. 


y 


decree-holder is the purchaser under his own decree; and if so, 
it does not apply to this case, in which the decree under which 
the execution took place, though not actually reversed, was so far 
modified by the order of the High Court of the 5th July 1864, 


15 April, 


that it neither justified the execution which was issued under it, , 


nor the sale which was gffected under that execution.. 


Further, it appears to me that the plaintiff was not, go far as 
her own property was concerned, & party to the suit in which the 
decree was passed, within the meaning of section 11, Act XXIIL 
“of 1861. That decree was against her in her representative 


capacity, and not in her individual capacity. So far as the suit 


~ related to her in her individual capacity, she obtained a decree 


in her favor with costs. Under section 104 of Act VIIL of 


1859, an application was made upon the death of her father, that 


she and her brother should be ‘substituted as his heirs. That 
section merely says: “ That the Court shall enter the name of such 
« representative inthe register of the suit in the place of such 
«c defendant, and shall issue a summons to him to appear and 


`. © defend the suit; and the case shall thereupon proceed in the 
“same manner as if such representative had originally been - 


‘ made a defendant and had been a party to the former proceed- 
sings in the suit.” 

No doubt, she became substantially a party to the suit as one 
of.the heirs of her father, but that was only in her representa- 
tive capacity.. We are now dealing with a section which uses 
' the words “ between the parties to the suit,” and is directed to 
be read as part of Act VILI. of 1859. at ye f 

There are severel sections of Act VIII. of 1859, in whieh 8s 
‘well as in section 11, Act XXUI. of 1861, the word € parties” is 
used, and in which I think it clear that the Legislature intended 
only parties in their‘own right, and not parties in a representa- 
tive character. 


iN 
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Section 209, for example, enacts: “‘ That if there are cross- 
e decrees between the same parties for the payment of money, 
“ execution shall be taken out by that party only who shall have 
“ obtained a decree for the larger sum, and for so much only 
“ as shall remain after deducting the smaller sum, and satisfac- 


“tion for the smaller sum shall be entered on the decree for the’ 
s larger sum, as well as satisfaction on the decree for the smaller’ 


sum; and if both sums shel be equal, satisfaction shall be 
“ entered upon both decrees.” 

It is clear, that the plaintiff was not a party to the suit within 
the meaning of that section; for, if she was, the present defend- 
ant might, in the suit in which he was plaintiff, have set off the. 


mesne profits and costs for which he, as plaintiff in the other suit,- 


had obtained a decree against her as one of the representatives - 


of her father against the costs for which she in her own right 


had obtained a decree against him. The greatest injustice would’ 
be caused by holding that the present plaintiff was a party with- 


in the meaning of section 209. 


In gection 201 of Act VIII., the word “ party ” is again used. | 


It enacts, “ that if the decree be for money, it shall be enforced 
“ by the imprisonment of the party against whom the decree i is 
“ made, or by the attachment and sale of his property, or by both, 
if necessary.” 


If the present plaintiff was a party within the meaning of ( 


that section, she was liable to be arrested in execution and to 


have her own property attached for the mesne profits due from’ 


her father, though she never received any assets from him. If 
she was liable under that section, she would have no right to 


relief at all, and it would be useless to inquire whether she g 
ought to have proceeded by action or application to the Court 


out of which the execution issued, No one would, I think, 
hold that the Legislature intended that a person, circumstanced 
as the plaintiff is, would be liable to þe imprisoned for the debt 
of her father, when, in fact, she never received any assets what- 
ever from him. ` 


Moreover, we find that when the Act intends to deal with 


_a representative, it uses ivords accordingly. Section 203 says: 


s If the decree be against a party as the representative of a 
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e deceased person, and such decree be for money to be paid out 
“ofthe property of the ‘deceased person, it may be executed 
“ by the attachment and sale of any such property, or if no 
“such property can be found, ‘and the defendant fail to satisfy 
“the Court that he has duly applied such property of the 
“ deceased as shall be proved to have come into his possession, the 
«c decrge may be executed against the defendant to the ‘extent 


' of the property not duly applied by him, in the same manner 


“ag if the decree had been against the defendant personally.” 
But the person who obtains a decree against a representative, 
cannot execute it against the private property of the represen- 


` tative, unless the representative fail to prove that he has duly 


applied the assets of the deceased which have been proved to 
have come into his possession. In this case, it was found, that 
no assets of the father had come into the hands of the plaintiff. 

_ If this action is to be defeated, upon the ground that the 
plaintiff ought to have applied to the Court in which the decree 


_ was obtained by motion or petition for relief, one would. expect 


to find some section pointing out the nature of the application 
which ought to be made in such a case. But although I asked 
the learned counsel for the appellant, if he could point out any 
section of Act VIII. of 1859 by which any provision was made for 


.such an application, he was unable to point out any such section. 


- If the suit had been against the defendant individually, and 
a decree had been obtained against her in her private capacity, 


cand her private property, which is the subject of this suit, had 


been attached, she could have had no remedy, for the property 
would be liable to attachment. But her private property was 
seized under a decree obtained against her, not in her private 
capacity, but as the representative and heir of her deceased 
father, from whose estate she had received nothing. ' 
Section 246 would not meet such a case. That section enacts: 
“In the event of any claim being preferred to, or objection 
« offered against*the sale of lands or any other immoveable or 
“ moveable property which may have been attached in execution 
* of a decree, or under any order for attachment passed before 
“judgment, as not liable to be sold. in execution of a decree 
“ against the defendant, the Court shall, subject to the proviso 
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“ contained in the next succeeding section, proceed to investigate 


the same with the like powers as if the claimant had been 


“ powers as regards the summoning of the original defendant as 


1868 


87. 


HEIKH Wå- 
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“ originally made a defendant to the ‘suit, and also with such Mossiacvn 
UMAYI, 


* are contained in section 220. And if it shall appear to the .` ` 


“ satisfaction of the Court that the land or other immoveable 
< propérty was not in the possession of the party against whom 
“ execution is sought, or of some other pergon in trust for him, 
“or in the occupancy of ryots or cultivators or other persons 
c paying rent to him at the time when the property was attach- 


“ed, or that, being in the possession of the party himself at 


“ such time, it was so in his possession, not on his own account, 
“or as his own property, but on account of or in trust for'some- 
* other person, the Court shall pass an order for releasing the said `, 


“ property from attachment. But if it shall appear to the satis- . 


“ faction of the Court that the land or other immoveable or move- 
“able property was in possession of the party against whom exe- 


* cution is sought, as his own property, and not on account of any _ 
€ other person, or was in the possession of some other person in. 


** trust for him or in the occupancy of ryots or cultivators or other 
“ persons paying rent to him at the time when the property was 
“ attached, the Court shall disallow the claim. The order which 
* may be passed by the Court under this section shall- not be sub- 
“ject to appeal, but the party against whom the order may be 


“ given shall be at liberty to bring a suit to establish his right at 


~“ any time within one year from the date of the order.” 


If the plaintiff had made an application under that section, her 


claim must have been disallowed, for the property was in her 


possession on her own account, and not on account of any third i 


person. 


‘Section 247 says: “ That the claim or objection shall be made 


“at the earliest opportunity to the Court which shall have ordered 
“the attachment; and if the property to which the claim or objec- 
* tion applies shall have been advertized for sale$ the sale may (if 
“it appears necessary) be postponed for the purpose of making the 
“ investigation mentioned in the last preceding section. - Provided 
“that no such investigation shall be made, if it appear that the 
“making of the claim or objection was designedly and unnecessa- 
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“rily delayed with æ view to obstruct thé ends of justice. The 
“ order disallowing the investigation ‘shall not be’ subject to appeal; 
“ and the. claimant shall be left to prosecute his claim by a regular 
cc * suit.” 

Tt appears. to me that the plaintiff, as regards this EEN 
which was seized in execution of a” decree obtdined by the 
“present defendant, against her in her representative; capacity, was 
‘not bound to make an application to the ‘Court, and thåt her 
‘proper remedy was an action. If the defendant, ‘had: ‘Fetaihed 
possession of her property, her suit would have. bee to recover 
it back again; but as it is, she has been restored to the ` posses- 


`~ „sion of her property, all that she seeks and all that she asks for, is 


‘a déclaration of her right, and that the sale, under the execution, 
-may be declared to be void, so that the defendant may not enforce 
-his purchase against her. But Mr. Paul says: “ Do not give her 


that relief now; hold that this suit is not maintainable, leave thd 


defendant to bring an action to turn her out; and then it can be 
held that the plaintiff gained no title under the purchase in exe- 
cution, and he will be defeated in his demand,” as if this unfor- 
“tamate lady had not had a sufficient amount of litigation already 
respecting her small property, such litigation having commenced 


, in 1854, and continued down to the present time. If the plain- 


tiff is not entitled to set aside the sale in this suit, upon the ground 


; tbat her only remedy was by motion to the Court, she is equally 


liåble to be defeated if the plaintiff should sue her under his 


_ alleged purchase. He will have just as good a ground in such 


suit as he has in this for contending that the plaintiff's only 
remedy was by motion to the Court out of which the decree 
issued, and on appeal under section 1} of Act XXIII. of 1861 
in the event of her application being decided against her. 

For these reasons, it appears to me that the plaintiff's suit is 
maintainable. The decrge of the lower Court will, therefore, be 
affirmed with Sonta, 


Locs, J. at quite concur in the _ opinion ‘expressed by the 
Chief Justice. 


E. Jackson; J.—I concur ‘in the judgment of the Chief 
Justice. 


mn. Law Report! 
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MACPHERSON, J :—I still incline to the opinion which I ex- 
pressed in referring this case to a Full Bench, “that no separate 
suit will lie. But in other respects I concur with the Chief 
Justice. . l DN : 


pa ~ 


Guover, J.—I also retain my former opinion) and I was-pre- 


pared t suggest a course by which Mussamut Jumayi would have ‘ 


been. able to recover her undoubted rights, without bringing a 
frésh: siit at all. The decision of the majority, however, effects 
the purpose I had in referring this case, though in a different 
way; ; and I am perfectly satisfied with the result. 


+ 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Bayley; Mr. Jus- 
tice L, S. Jackson, Mr. Justice Maopherson, and Mr. Justice Glover, ~ 


KALINATH ROY (Intanvenog) v. ISWAR CHANDRA GHĦOBAL , 
= : (Pramrirr.)* 


t oa 
ye 


Pie TE Parties—Act X. of 1859, 8 T7.—Act VIII. of 1859; 8.73. ° 


In a snit for arrears of rent at enhanced rate, defendant pleaded that he had sold 
the holding to a third party, who thereupon asked to be added as a defendant. Held, 
that sach intervenor could not be made a party to the suit. 


THE plaintiff, respondent, Iswar Chandra Ghosal, sued thedefend~ 
ant, Guruprasad Mazumdar, inthe Court of the Deputy Collector 
of Moorshedabad, under clause 4, section 23 of Act X. of 1859, for 
arrears of rent at an enhanced rate, after notice. The defendant 
set up that he had sold the holding to Kalinath Roy on 3rd Sraban 
1270 (1863); that Kalinath should, therefore, be made a party 
to the suit; and that the suit was illegally brought against him, 
the defendant. Kalinath Roy sought to be made a party, stating 
that he had been in possession since he purchased the holding 
from the defendant, on 3rd Sraban 1273 (1866), and that the 
holding ‘was istémrari, or- permanent. The Deputy Collector 
would not allow Kalinath to be added asa party, and gave a 
decree against the defendant, Guruprasad Masumdar. 

Kalinath Roy appealed tothe Judge, who held that, aiie 
to the decision in Jogendur Chunder Ghose v. Lukhee Preea (1), 

* Special Appeal; No. 443 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Judge of 
Moorshedabad, affirming a decree of the Deputy Collector of that district, 

(1) 8 W. R., 78. . 
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-_1868 he had no locus standi, and dismissed his appeal. Kalinath Roy 
Rie then appealed-to the High Court, on the grounds‘that the deci- 
zene, sion quoted by the Judge is not applicable to this case, and that 
Dra Guosar. a8 the plaintiff didnot object to this suit being tried between him 
and the intervenor, the lower Appellate Court was wrong in not 
trying the case. 

The appeal was heard on 14th August 1868, before Loon and 
GLOVER, JJ., who, in consequence of the conflicting decisions, 
Jogendur Chunder Ghose v. Lukhee Preea Dossee (1), Gridharee’ 
Sing v. M. Collis (2), Annada Persad Kowar Chowdhary v. 
‘Kitabuddeen (3), Issur Chunder Bhuttacharjee v. Bhyrub Chunder 

_ Shaka (4), Jumarat Mandal v. Nil Kant Sircar (5), referred the 
following question for the opinion of a Full Bench: 

“Whether, under the provisions of Act XK. of 1859, a Court ` 

|_ trying a suit under that Act can, except under the provisions of 
section 77, make a third party, claiming to be the real tenant, a 
defendantin the suit along with parties sued by the plaintiff; and can 
direct the case to proceed against the party so made a defendant?” 


Baboo Anand Chandra Ghosal for appellant. 
Baboo Abhay Charan Bose for respondent. 
The opinion of the Full Bench was delivered by | 


v 


< Peacock, C J.—We are of opinion that in this case the 

intervenor had no right to insist upon being made a defendant, 

and that the Court would have been wrong if it had made him 

a defendant. The case did not fall within section 77 of Act X.. 

of 1859, and even if section 73, Act VIII. of 1859, extended to 

- proceedings under Act X., the intervenor had no interest which 

entitled him to become a defendant, or would have justified the 
-Court in making him one. 

In pon of fact, the inteyvenor never was made.a defendant in 
this case.’ ‘The decree for enhanced rent was passed against the 
original defendanf, and, therefore, the question really does not 
arise in this case. — 

The decree of the lower Appellate Court will be affirmed with 
costs. 

= (1) 8 W. R, 78 | (2) 8 W. R., 497. (3) 4 Wym., 461. 
(4) 3 W. B., Act X. Rul, 166. (5) 1 B. L R. (A.C), 74, 
e 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, 
Mr. Justice Phear, Mr. Justice Macpherson, and Mr Justice Miter, 


NGA THA YAH v. F. N. BURN.* 
Claim— Attachment—Onus Probandi—Act VIII. of 1859, s8, 234 & 246. 


Where a claim was made under section 246 of Act VIIL of 1859, by a third party, to 
some timber, which had been attached by a prohibitory order under section 234, held, 
(per Pracoos, C.J. L., S. Jackson, Pazar, and MAOPHERBON, JJ.;—Mrrrer, J., 


dissenting), the claimant must begin. The onus is on him to prove that the goods . 


attached were his property, or in his possession, and therefore not in the possession 
of the judgment-debtor. His evidence must be confined to proving his own claim, 
and he cannot be allowed to shew a title in a third person with whom he has no 


‘connection, 


Held (per Mrrrur, J.), that, on the proper construction of the words, “ proceed to 
“Investigate the same with like powers as if the claimant had been originally 


“made a defendant,” the onus of proof as against the claimant is on the decree- | 


holder. ' , - 
Nito Kalee Debee v. Kripanath Roy (1) overruled. 


Tus was a reference to the High Court, from the Recorder 
of Moulmein, under the circumstaces appearing in the order 
of reference, the material portion of which was as follows: 

“ An application was made, on the 18th November 1867, to the 


Recorder of Moulmein, to discharge an order under section 234,, 


Act VIII. of 1859, prohibiting the applicant from alienating 
114 logs of teak timber, bearing the mark Ko Yan (2). The tim- 
ber was alleged in the applicant’s petition to be in his possession. 
It appeared, however, that it was in the possession of the Govern- 
ment Officers at the Revenue Station, Kadoe. The applicant’s 
title was that of purchaser from the son’ of the judgment-debtor. 

“It was contended, on behalf of the applicant, that thé onus of 
proving property in the goods attached, lay on the judgment- 
creditor, and that he should begin. Reference was made to a 
case which has been very recently decided by SETON-KARR 
and DWARKANATH MITTER, JJ., in the High Court of Calcutta, 
namely, Nito Kalee Debee v. Kripanath Roy (1).” 

* Reference from the Recorder of Moulmiein, dated the 18th of November, 1867. 

(1) 8 W.R, 858. ` (2) Burmese mark. 
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The Recorder referred the case to the High Court for its 
Nea Tus Yaa opinion on four points, of which the three following came under _ 
F. N. Bors, the consideration of the Full Bench: 

Second.— Which party, in a proceeding under section 246, is 


to begin? 


Third.—lf the claimant is to begin, is the evidence given by 
him to be confined to his own claim, or may he set up that of an 


entirely different party ? 


Fourth.—If the judgment-creditor is to begin, is his evidence 


to have reference to his judgment-debtor’s title only, or is he 
to make out such a case, as will, by necessary consequences, shut 
out the claimant without reference to the merits of his claim 
at all? š 

On the lst February 1868, a Division Bench, consisting of 
Pzracoog, C. J., and BAYLEY, J., referred the case to a Full 


Bench under the following order: 

“ Having reference to the case cited, we are of opinion that 
“this case ought to be referred to a Full Bench, on the 2nd, 3rd, 
“and 4th questions, and it is referred accordingly.” 


The following are the judgments of the Full Bench :— 


Mirtrsr, J.—I am extremely sorry to differ from my learned 


colleagues in this case. 


I think, that according to the provisions 


of section 246, Act VIII. of 1859, the onus of proof is primarily 
upon the decree-holder, and not upon the claimant (1). 


(1) Act VIII. of 1859, sec, 246.—“In 
“the eventof anyclaim being preferred 
“to, or objection offered against, the 
“sale of lands or any other immoveable 
“or moveable property which may have 
“ been attached in execution of a decree, 
“or under any order for attachment 
passed before judgment, as not liable 
“to be sold in execution of a decrea 
“against the defendant, the Court shall, 
“subject to the proviso contained in 
“the next succeeding section, proceed to 
“investigate the same with the like 
«“ powers, a3 if the claimant had been ori- 
“mally made a defendant to the suit, 
“and also with such powers as regards 


e 


“ the summoning of the original defend- 
“ant as are contained in section 220, 
“ And if it shall appear to the satisfac- 
“tion of the Court, that the land or other 
*‘immoveable or movesble property was 
“not in the possession of the party 
“ against whom execution is sought or of 
“some other person in trust for him, or 
“in the occupancy of ryots or cultivators 
“ or other persons paying rent to him at 
& the time when the property was attach- 
‘ed, or that, being in the possession of 
“the party himself at such time, it was 
“so in his possession, not on his own 
“account or as his own property, but on 
“account of, or in trust for, some other 
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I think that the Legislature must have had some objectin 1868 


view when it assigned to the claimant the position of a defendant. Noa Taa Yan 

This object was, as far as I can make it out, to confer upon him F. N. “Bons, 
= the ordinary privilege of a defendant; by requiring his adversary 

to start his case in the first instance, nor do I think that there is 

anything unreasonable in such a construction. The decree-holder 

has attached the property, alleging it to be the property of his 

judgment-debtor ; but he has done so without satisfying the Court 

in any manner that it really belongs to him,.or even that it was 

in his possession, or in that of some other person in trust for 

him, at the time when the attachment was made. It was he who 

took the initiative; and if, in consequence thereof, a dispute has 

arisen between him and a third party, it is but fair and just 

that he should be called upon first to substantiate his right to 

make the attachment. 

This view appears to me to be strongly corroborated by the 
succeeding part of the section. The very nature of the question 
with reference to which the Court must satisfy itself, and which 
it must therefore enquire into before it passes any order one way 
or the other, seems to me to point out clearly as to which of the 
two contending parties ought to bear the burden of proof. If 
the Court is satisfied that the property attached was not in the 
possession of the judgment-debtor on his own account, or in 
that of some other person paying rent to him, or holding it in 
trust for him, the Court is directed to release it from attachment, 
If, on the other hand, the Court is satisfied that the property 
was in the possession of the judgment-debtor on his own account, 
or in that of some other person holding it in trust for him, the 
Court is then required to disallow the claim. So that it is clear, 


“person, the Court shall pass an order 
“for releasing the said property from 
“attachment. Butif it shall appear to 
‘the satisfaction of the Court, that the 
“land or other immoveable or moveable 
“ property was in possession of the party 
“against whom execntion is sought, as 
“hig own property, and not on account 
“of any other person, or was in the pos- 
“seasion of some other person in trust 
“for him, or in the occupancy of ryota 


“or cultivators, or other persons paying 
“rent to him at the time when the pro- 
“ perty was attached, the Court shall dis- 
“allow the claim, The order which may 
“be passed by the Court under this sec- 
“ tion shall not be subject to appeal, but 
the party against whom the order may be 
“ given shall be at liberty to bring a snit 
“to establish his right at any time with- 
“in one year from the date of the order.” 
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1868 (at least, so it appears to me) that the point to be enquired into 
Nea Taa Yau by the Court is, whether the judgment-debtor is in beneficial 
-F, N. Bux. possession or not, and the onus of proof is therefore upon the 
decree-holder, the affirmative of that proposition having been ad- i 
vanced by him. 

Then again, the words used in the last sentence confirm this 
des view still more. If the burden of proof were cast upon the 
: claimant, his fatlure to discharge it would be sufficient for the 

. rejection of his claim. But the law expressly declares that the 
claim is to be disallowed when the Court is satisfied that the 
jadgment-debtor is in possession,—a conclusion which the Court 
cannot reasonably arrive at, merely because the claimant has not 
succeeded ih proving the truth of his claim. 

The learned Recorder of Moulmein, who has referred this ques- 
for the opinion of this Court, appears to have laid great stress 
upon the words “shall proceed to investigate the same,” as show- 
ing that what is to be investigated is the claim preferred by the 
claimant. But it must be borne in mind, in the first place, that 
those words must be read in connection with others, which follow 
immediately next to them in the same sentence ; or in other words, 
that the whole of the sentence “shall proceed to investigate the 

- game with the like powers as if the claimant had been originally 
made a defendant in the suit,” must be read together, But all 
doubt on this point appears to be removed when we refer to the 
provisions of section 229 of the Act. The very identical words 
“shall proceed to investigate the same” are used in that section, 
although it has never yet been dispated that the burden of proof, in 
cases arising out of that section, is not primarily upon the decree- 
holder. It may be said that the words used in section 229, are— 
“the Court shall proceed to investigate the same in the same 

_ manner and with the like powers as if a suit fpr the property had 
been brought by the decrve-holder against the claimant under the 
provisions of thig Act ;” whereas the words “ in thesame manner,” 
are altogether omitted in section 246. But I apprehend that 
this omission can be satisfactorily accounted for when we bear 
in mind that the manner of investigation is not the same in the 
cases respectively arising out of those two sections. In a case 
under gection 229, the investigation is to be precisely the same 
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as in a regular suit instituted under the Act; whereas the en- 1888 
quiry to be made in a case under section 246, is of amore limited Nos Tua Yam 
nature, the only point to be ascertained being as to whether or F. N. Bum 
not the judgment-debtor is in the beneficial enjoyment of the 
property attached. It might be further said that before any 
investigation is made by the Court, about a claim preferred under 
section 229, there is asort of preliminary inquiry ‘which the Court 
must go through, for the purpose of satisfyggg itself that the 
claimant is bond fide claiming to be in possession of the property, 
decreed to the decree-holder. But there is no such provision in 
section 246, and it does not necessarily followthat a claimant under 
that section should go through the same preliminary process of 
proof as that laid down in section 229. It appears to me, that 
there is a very good reason for this distinction. In a case under 
section 229, the decree-holder has already established, in the 
presence of the judgment-debtor, at least his right and title to 
the property he is seeking to recover in execution. The claim- 
ant makes his appearance for the first time when the decree is 
sought to be executed, and in order to guard against any fraud on 
the part of the judgment-debtor, the Legislature thought it proper 
to enjoin upon the Court the necessity of seeing, not that the 
claimant is in bond fide possession of the property, for that would 
be anticipating to a certain extent the investigation to be subse- 
quently made, but that he is a person other than the judgment- 
debtor claiming bond fide. to be in possession. In a case under 
section 246, there is no such presumption in favor of the decree- 
holders’ right to sell the property attached. There is but a mere 
allegation on his side that it belongs to his debtor, exactly in the 
same way as there is an allegation on the side of the claimant 
that it belongs to himself. If neither party is able to give any 
evidence, the decree-holder must lose ; for he stands substantially 
in the position of a plaintiff seeking she assistance of the Court 
to sell the property for his benefit. 
I am, therefore, of opinion that the decrée-holder is bound to 
start his case in such a manner as would be sufficient to shift the 
burden of proof upon the claimant, who is required to be treated 
asa defendant under the express wording of the section in 
question. 
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1868 Pxacocg, C. J.,—This case was referred for the opinion of the 
Noa Tua Yan Court by the learned Recorder of Moulmein. A number of logs 
F, N. Box. of teak timber in the possession of the Government officers at the 
revenuestation at Kadoe were attached in execution of a judgment, 
as property belonging to the judgment-debtor. The petitioner 
came in under section 246 of Act VIII. of 1859, and claimed 
that the property was his. Four questions were raised by the 
learned Recordeggor the opinion of the High Court; and the 1st 
. Division Bench, in consequence of the case of Nito Kalee Debee 
v. Kripanath Roy (1), thought it necessary to refer the case on 
the last three questions to the Full Bench. 

The second question is, which party, in a proceeding under 
section 246, is to begin ? 

The third question is, if the claimant is to begin, is the evi- 
dence given by him to be confined to his own claim or may he 
set up that of an entirely different party ? 

The fourth question is, if the judgment-creditor is to begin, is 
his evidence to have reference to his judgment-debtor’s title only, 
or is he to make out such a case as will, by necessary conse- 

` quences, shut out the claimant without reference to the merits of 
his claim at all? 

With reference to the first of the questions, viz. the second 
question above stated, it is necessary to refer to section 246 
of the Act. In the case to which I have referred, it was 
held by a Division Bench of this Court, that the execution-creditor 
was to begin, and that the onus lay upon him. The learned 
Recorder took a different view, and thought that the claimant was $ 
entitled to begin, and that the onus lay upon him; and my 
opinion is in accordance with the view expressed by the learned 
Recorder. 

In the case to which I hgve referred, my, honorable colleague, 
Mr. Justice Dwarkanath Mitter, made the following remarks :— 
«The proceeding $f the Moonsiff was clearly illegal from the 
“ beginning to the end. He had attached a certain mehal for 
“gale, A third party came forward with a claim relating toa 
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“ portion of the mehal, without stating whether the judgment- 1888 
“ debtor had or had not any interest in the remainder. Under such Nos Tua Yan 
“ circumstances, the Moonsiff, if he had attended to the provi- ¥. N. Busan 
e gions of section 246, might have at once perceived that it was 
“not necessary for him to hold any enquiry into the matter. 
“ Instead of doing this, he proceeded to hold an investigation 
‘which is clearly opposed to the express wording of the law. 
“Tf any investigation was necessary, the matte which he ought 
“to have enquired into was, whether the judgment-debtor was 
“directly or indirectly in the enjoyment of the rents and profits 
“of the mehal advertised for sale. Whether the claim prefer- 
“ red by the third party was a good one ora bad one, was not 
‘the matter directly in issue before him.” 

I confess that, when I read section 246, and saw it stated that 
the Court was to investigate the claim, I could not understand 
how it was that my honorable colleague held that it was not 
necessary for the Court to hold any enquiry in the matter. I 
have spoken tomy honorable colleague on the subject, and it 
appears that in the particular case, all that had been attached 
was not the whole or any specific part of the mehal, but only the 
right and title of the judgment-debtor therein. That I understand 
was the reason why my honorable colleague stated that the inves- 
tigation was not necessary. An attachment in general terms of the 
rights and interests of the judgment-debtor would be no attach- 
ment. An attachment-must specify what is attached. An attach- 
ment is very different from a sale which is merely of the rights 
and interests of the judgment-debtor in the thing attached. 
Section 213 says:—‘‘ When the application is for the attach- 
“ment of any land or other immoveable property belonging to 
“ the defendant? it shall be accompanied with an inventory or 
* list of such property, containing such a description of the pro- 
“ perty as may be sufficient to identify it, together with a speci- 
“ fication of the defendant’s share or interest therein, to the best 
* of the applicant’s belief, and so far as he has been able to 
* ascertain the same.” „After the attachment, the defendant’s 
rights and interests in the subject-matter of the attachment 
are to be sold, For instance, it would not do to stick up 
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1868 in the Zilla that’ the creditor attaches all the rights and 


Noa Tua Yan interests which the debtor possesses in any eae in the entire + | 
P. N. Boas. Zilla. oP 


Proceeding from this point, the question is shake the Court 
was right in stating that “the matter to be enquired into was 
whether the judgment-debtor was directly or indirectly in the 
enjoyment of the rents and profits of the mehal advertised for 
sale. Whether ny claim preferred by the third party was a good 
‘one or bad one, was not the matter directly in issue before it.” 
Speaking with great deference to the opinion of my honorable 
colleague, it appears to me that that is not the right view of the 
case, and that the real question to be tried was, whether the claim 
preferred by the third party was a good one or bad one. The 
goods in this case, being moveable property, could not be actually 
attached because they were in the possession of the Government 
officers, and the Government had a lien upon them for the 
revenue. If they had been in the actual possession of the judg- 
*ment-debtor, they would have been seized under section 233; 
but, being in the possession of Government, they were merely 
attached under section 234 (1). There was, therefore, merely a 
symbolical, instead of an actual seizure of the goods. But that, 
as it appears to me, would make no real difference as to the 
question to be decided. If the Nazir were to seize goods, 
believing them to bein the actual ae of a defendant, the 
claimant would have to prove that the Nazir had seized thé 
goods of the claimant as the goods of the judgment-debtor. 
In an ordinary case, if the sheriff wrongly seizes goods, the 
real owner brings an action against the sheriff for seizing goods 
belonging to him. In such a case the claimagt would have to 
begin and prove that the goods belonged to him. If he could 
show that the goods were in his actual pogsession, that would be 
prima facie evidence that they were hig property, and not: the 


(1) Act VIII. of 1859, sec. 284.—When ‘to the immediate posséision thereof, the 
“the property shall consist of goods, “attachment shall be made by a written 
“ chattels or other moveable property to ‘ order prohibiting the person in posses- 
“which the defendant is entitled, subject “sion from giving over the property to 
“to a Hen or right of gome other person “the defendant.” 
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< the judgment-debtor was his servant, and had the goods in his- [Noa Tita Yan Yau 
possession, as his servant, that would prove his case. Butno one E N “Bors, 


be] 


would contend- that the sheriff would have to begin; and prove 
that the goods belonged to the debtor. Even if they were not 
the debtor's, the claimant would not have a right to interfere, 
unless he sproved that they belonged to him or were in his 
possession. 

The goods in the present’case, being in the possession of 
Government, were merely attached, that attachment did not 
prove that they were in the possession of the claimant or of the 


“ judgmentdebtor, but still they were attached and taken posses- 


sion of symbolically by the officer of the Court; and it was for 
the claimaht to give such evidence as to justify the Court in 
removing the attachment. The claimant was the actor, and 
wanted something to be done, and it was for him to prove 
that that which he wished to be done, ought to be done. 


If A were to attach the property of B, under a decree - 


against him, C would have no right to come in and ask 
that the attachment should be removed on the ground that the 
goods belonged to D. IfC should come in and claim to have 
the attachment removed, on the ground that they belonged to 
him, he would not support the claim by proving that they belong- 
ed to D. If-the law were otherwise, anybody might come in 
and set up a jus tertii. It would not matter whether the goods 
belonged to the claimant or not, if the question simply was 
whether the goods belonged to the judgment-debtor. If they did 
not belong to the claimant, he had no right to come in and make 
the claim. 

Now the section says, that when the claim is made, the Court 
shall investigate the same, and if the Court shall be satisfied that 
the land or other immoveable or moveable property was not in 
the possession of the party against whom the exdbution is sought, 
&c., the Court shall pass an order for releasing the property 
from attachment. The meaning of this is,that, if upon the inves- 
tigation of the claim, the Court shall be satisfied that the pro- 
perty was not in the possession of the judgment-debtor for the 
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"1868 reason stated in the claim, viz., that it was the property of, or 
Noa Ti Yau in the possession of the claimant, the Court should pass an order 
P. N. Boms, for releasing it. 

o At first sight, it may look as if the claimant had the onus of 
proving a negative, but the Act merely throws upon him, substan- 
tially, the proof of an affirmative, viz., that the goods were his 
property or in his possession, and therefore not in the possession 
of the judgment-debtor; and I think that the view which the 
_learned Recorder took was correct; that under this section a 
claimant could not prove that the goods were not in the posses- 
‘sion of the judgment-debtor by showing that they were in the 
possession of a third person with whom the claimant was wholly 
unconnected; and that he could do so only by proving that they 
were in his own possession or his own property, or in the posses- 

sion of the judgment-debtor on his behalf. . 

The section then goes on.—“ If it shall appear to the satisfac- 
“tion of the Court, that the land or other immoveable or move- 
“able property was in possession of the party against whom exe- 
cution ig sought as his own property, &c., the Court shall dis- 
“ allow the claim.” But surely it was never intended that the 
Court, upon the investigation of the claim, should allow the 
claimant to prove his case by showing the right of possession of 
a third person, for the purpose of showing that the goods were not 
in the possession of the judgment-debtor. 

Inthe early part of the section, the Courtis directed to investigate 
the claim with the like powers as if the claimant had been origi- 
nally made a defendant to the suit, and also with such powers as 
regards the summoning of the original defendant as are contained 
in section 220, It is said that the words are remarkable; they 
are not that the claim is to be investigated.as if the claimant were 
a party to the suit, but “as if the claimant had been originally 
made a defendant to the suit,” that is, the suit in which the 

ı execution issued? But I take it that the meaning really is, that 
the Court is to have the same powers of investigation as if the 
claimant was a party to a suit, which would give power to 
summon the claimant and to dispose of the case against him, if he 
should refuse to attend. j f 
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It is important also to remark, that this section of the Act does 18368 
not direct that the claim is to be investigated in the same manner Noa Toa Yar 
as if the claimant had been originally made a defendant, but with F. N. "Buis. 
the same powers as if the claimant had been originally made a 
dofendant to the suit, but when we refer to section 229, upon which 
my honorable colleague has relied, we shall find that very different 
words are used. There it is said that the Court shall proceed 
to investigate the claim in the same manner and with the like power 
as if a suit for the property had been instituted by the decrec- 
holder against the claimant. The words “in the same manner” 
are used in that section, but not in section 246, and I think 
rightly used, because that section applies to a different.state of 
circumstances. It refers to resistance to the taking possession of 
the property attached ; to obstruction offered to the officer of the 
Court in taking possession. The effect of that section is, that the 
Court without prejudice to any proceedings to which the claimant 
may be liable under the law for the time being in force for the 
punishment of such resistance or obstruction, shall “ proceed to 
“investigate the claim in the same manner and with the like power 
“as if a suit had been instituted by the decree-holder against the 
“claimant.” That would be right, the claimant comes in and 
obstructs, and the decree-holder complains, That is substantially 
asuit against the claimantfor a wrongful obstruction, and the 
plaintiff in such a case must prove his charge. It may be that the 
property does not belong either to the judgment-debtor or the 
claimant, and the plaintiff must prove that he himself has a right 
to take it, ' 

It is said in Best’s book on Evidence, 3rd Edition, para 270, 
s in order to determine on which of the litigant parties the burden 
of proof lies, the following test was suggested, we believe for the 
first time, by Alderson, B, in the case of Amos v. Hughes; (1) in 
1835, i.e., which party would be successful if no evidence at all 
were given; and he not only applied that test in that case, as 
also in some subsequent ones, but it has been*adopted by other 
Judges at nist prius and frequently recognized by the Courts 
in Bane.” That I believe is a correct test as to who ought to 
begin, and on whom the burden of proof rests, 


(1) Moody & Bob, 464, 
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1868 Now, let us apply that rule to thepresent case. Under section 
Noa Tua Yan 229, the execution-creditor is the actor, he complains that he ` 
F. N. Buns. has been obstructed, and he asks that the claim as to the obstructor 
may be investigated. If no evidence is offered by either party, 
the application will drop, and the judgment-creditor must fail. 
But under section 246, the case is different, because if no evi- 
dence were-offered, the claimant would fai. Without any evi- ` 
dence on either side, the claimant could not obtain an order for 
the release of the property from attachment. Without any 
evidence on either side, it cannot appear to the satisfaction of 
the Judge, thatthe property was not in the possession of the 
judgment-debtor. In the book to which I have already referred, 
the learned author points out that much mis-conception and em- 
barrassment have been introduced into the subject that a negative 
is incapable of proof by the unfortunate language m which the 
above principle has been enunciated. In a case, like the present, 
the affirmative lies upon the claimant to prove that the property 
is not the judgment-debtor’s. In form, it is a negative issue, but 
in substance it is affirmative, because the negative can only be 
proved by showing affirmatively that the property belonged to 
the claimant, or wasin his possession. Under these circum- 
stances, it appears that the second question ought to be answered 
by stating that the claimant is to begin, and that he must prove 
that the property belonged to him or was in his possession. He 
may prove his title by the primd facte evidence of possession. 

The third question is, “ If the claimantis to begin, is the evid- 
ence given by him to be confined to his own claim or may he set 
up that of an entirely different party.” It appears to me, for the 
reasons already given, that, that question ought to be answered 
by stating that he must show his own title, and not the title of 
any third party with whom he has no connection. 

It is unnecessary to answer the 4th question, as we have held 
that the claimant, and not the judgment-creditor, has to begin. 
With the expression of this opinion, the case will be sent back 
to the Division Bench which referred it, for decision on the lst 
question which has been raised by the learned Recorder. 


e 


JACKSON, PHEAR, and MAOPHERSON, JJ., concurred. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Loch, Mr. Justice 
Kemp, Mr. Justice Macpherson, and Mr. Justice Miiter. 


KALIDAS DAS anp orgens (Derenpants) v. KRISHAN CHANDRA 
DAS (Prarmtirr.)* 


Hindu Law—Inheritance—Divesting—Son of Excluded Person. 


A Hindu died in 1832 leaving an only son who had been blind from his birth, and 
two widows, the survivor of whom died in 1849. On the doath of the surviving 
widow, the nephew succeeded as heir, the blind son being, by Hindu Jaw, excluded 
fiom inheritance. The blind man having married, a son was born to him in 1868, 
The blind man died in 1861, Held, by Norarax, J., that, on the birth of the blind 
man’s son, he became entitled to the inheritance, from which his father had been 
‘excluded. s 

Held, on appeal (by a Full Bench) that, by Hindu law, an enw once vested cannot 
be divested in favour of the son of an excluded person born after the death of the 


- ancestor. Such ruling does not apply to the case of the son of an excluded person 


if having been begotten and being in the womb at the time of the ancestor’s 
death, he is afterwards born capable of inheriting. 

Tars case came before the Court for argument, with regard 
to the right of inheritance to certain property, under the 
following circumstances: -~ 
_ Debchandra Das died in the year 1832, leaving an only 
son, Bireswar Das, who had been blind from his birth, and 
two widows, the survivor of whom, Pyari Mani, died in 1849. 
Bireswar, the blind son, being, according to Hindu law, excluded 
from inheritance, on the -death of Pyari Mani, Gurudas, the 
nephew of Debchandra, occupied the position of heir of Deb- 
chandra, Bireswar having married, a son, Krishan Chandra, was 
born to him in 1858, Bireswar died in 1861. ` 


Mr. Kennedy for plaintiff. 


The Advocate-General for defendants. 


Norman, J., (After stating the facts of dhe case):—The 
question I have to consider is whether, under Hindu law, 


_on the death of Pyari Mani, the estate of Debchandra vested 


absolutely in Gurudas, so as to exclude any after-born son 


* Appeal from a judgment of Mr, Justice Norman on the Original Side of the 
High Oourt, 
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1869 of Bireswar; or whether Krishan’ Chandra, on his birth, became 
Katas Das entitled to the share of Bireswar, as heir of his grandfather. 
cuter The Advocate-General contended that, on the death of Pyari 

Mani, the estate of Debchandra became vested in Gurudas, and - 

could not, subsequently, be divested; and he referred, in support of 
that position, to a recent case decided by the Privy Council—Bhoo- 
bun Moyee Debia v. Ramkishore Acharj (1). But the decision of 3 
the Privy Council does not proceed upon any rule of such wide 
application as that contended for by the Advocate-General. The 
case should be compared with that of Sham Chunder v. Narayni 
Dibch (2), with which it does not conflict, and in which the late 
Sudder Court decided that an estate which has descended to 
a collateral heir may be divested in favor of a son afterwards 
adopted. 

‘The text of Manuisasfollows, Chap. IX., sloka 201:—“ Eunuchs 
* and outcasts, persons born blind or deaf, madmen, idiots, the 
“ dumb, and such as have lost the use of a limb are excluded 
< from a share of the heritage.” Yajnavalkyasays: “ An outcast 
“and his son, an eunuch, one lame, a madman, an idiot, one 
è born blind,-and he who is afflicted by an incurable disease 
“ must be maintained without any allotment of shares (3).” 

Now the first question that occurs is, whether the share of the 
inheritance, which but for their defects such excluded persons 
would have taken, does vest absolutely in the heirs. The passage 
of Yajnavalkya is remarkable, and is certainly capable of 
bearing the construction that the share of an excluded person 
will remain unallotted, or as it were in abeyance, and will not 
pass to the other heirs. It certainly does not vest absolutely 
in them. Yajnavalkya shews that not only is the excluded 
person to be maintained, but his wife is to receive maintenance. 
His daughters also are to be maintained until their marriage, 
and the expenses of theirenuptials are to be defrayed. (As to. 
this latter point, see Mitakshara, Chap. IT., Section 10, verse 13). 
Manu says, Chap. IX., sloka 203: “ If the eunuch and the rest 
“should at any time desire to marry, and if the wife of the 


~ 


_ (1) 10 Moore, L A., 279, (8) CoL Dig, Book V., Art, CCOXKXL ° 
(2) 1 Bel. 8. D. R., 209. : a ae 
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“eunuch should raise up a son to him by a man legally 1869 
“ appointed, that son and,the issue of such as have children ‘shall Sie Das 
“ be capable of inheriting.” i EN a, 

There is no provision that the son who is to be capable of in- 
heriting is to be born within the life-time of the aneestor, as 
heir of whom he will take. Unless full force is given to the words 
“at any time,” the result would follow that, although the wife and 
daughter of an excluded person would, under all circumstances, 
be entitled to maintenance, yet the son of such person born 
after the death of the ancestor, who could offer the funeral cakes, | 
would be excluded from all participation in the ancestral pro- 
perty, and even from maintenance, because there is no provision 
that such a son is to receive maintenance. The son’s right to 
inherit is declared in the Dayabhaga, Chap. V., verses 11, 17, 19; 
Yajnavalkya, Colebrooke’s Digest, Book V., Art. 332; Gautama, 
ib., 335 ; Dayakrama Sangraha, Chap. III., verses 1Q, 13; Mitak- 
shara on Inheritance, Chap. II., Section 10, verses 9, 10, 11. . 

If the disqualification of the excluded person be removed even 
after partition, notwithstanding such partition, a share must be 
given to him, In the Mitakshara, Chap. II., Section 10, verse 7, 
“it is said: “If the defect be removed by medicaments or other 
“means, as penance and atonement, at a period subsequent to 
“ partition, the right of participation takes effect, by analogy, to 

. “the case of a son born after separation.” Soin the Vyavahara 
« Mayukha: If after division virility or the other absent qualifica- 
“tion be regained by medicine or other means, the person will then 
“ receive his share, like as a son born after partition does.” It is 
true, that the Mitakshara and the Vyavahara Mayukha are not 
authorities in Bengal. But the comments explain passages in 
Manu and the Dayabhaga which are capable of bearing the con- 
struction which the authors of these commentaries have put upon 
them. 

Tt appears then to be certain, that, according to rules admitted 
in all the Schools of Hindu law, on the death of a father leaving 
a disqualified son, that share of his property which such son but 

i for his disqualification would have taken, does not at once vest 
absolutely and finally in the other heirs. I now come to a Bengal 
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1869 __ case, in which the opinioù of the Law Officers is directly in point. 
Karnas Das Das In 2 Macnaghten’s Hindu law is a report of a question put to 
SRA the Hindu Law Officers of the Zilla Court of the 24-Pergunnas : 

Supposing an ‘insane person to have a son born subsequently to 
the death of his (the insane person’s) father, which son is since 
dead ; in this case was the grandson entitled to inherit immediately 
from his grandfather by reason of his father’s insanity ; and if g0, 
on his death, has his mother any title to succeed him? The 
answer is: “If after the death of the grandfather a son of the 
insane person have been born, and subsequently died, the original ~ 
proprietor’s daughter-in-law will, as mother of the child, take the 
heritage in succession to her child, and supply food and raiment 
to her mother-in-law and husband.” The opinion of the Law 
Officers, as given in this case, seems fully borne out by Hindu 
law. In my opinion, on the birth of Krishan Chandra, he be- 
came entitled to the inheritance from which his father had been 
excluded. Krishan Chandra will be entitled to have the costs 
of this issue against the parties represented by the Advocate-. 
General, The other parties will bear their own costs. 


From this decision, the defendants appealed ; and the case came 
before Peacock, C. J., and MACPHERSON, J. It being then 
found that there was a decision by BAYLEY and MACPHERSON, 
JJ., (1), conflicting with that of Norman, J., the case was re- 2 
ferred to a Full Bench, on the following question : “‘ Whether, by 
Hindu law, an estate once vested can be divested in favor of the 
son of an excluded person born after the death of the ancestor, 
his grandfather ?” 


The Advocate-General (Mr. Woodroffe with him) for the appel- 
lants.—The principle I rely onis laid down by the Privy Council, in 
the case of Mussamut Bhoobun Moyee Debia v. Ramkishor Acharj 
Chowdhry (2). In Shamchunder v. Narayni Dibeh (3), it was only 
decided that Ramkishor, the adopted son of the younger widow of 
Krishnakishor, succeeded to Nandkishor, who was the previously 
adopted son of the elder widow; and Ramkishor is treated 
not as heir to his father, but as succeeding collaterally to 


(1) 1B.L. B., A ©,117. (2) 10 Moore, I, A., 279. (3) 1 Bel. 8, D, R., 209. 
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his brother. The meré possibility of a aia coming into 1869 
existence, who might, if he had come into existence before, KALDAN: Dan 
have inherited, will not àffect an estate once vested, The prun 
Court below treats it as if the share were to remain in abeyance, 
but the words are “ excluding them from participation,”—Cole- 
brooke’s Dayabhaga, Chap. V., verse 10. The judgment assumes 
that the son of an unqualified person, born after the death of the 
ancestor, is the proper person to offer the funeral cakes. But he 
could not offer them, the only person who could properly do so 
` was Gurudas. The issue of the unqualified persons mentioned 
in the Dayabhaga, Chap. V., verse 17, must be in existence at the 
time when the estate descends, that is, when the shares are allot- 
ted. The judgment then refers by analogy to the case of a son 
born after separation. In Karuna Mai v. Jaichandra Ghos (1), 
* it was held that such a son is preferable to the son of the paternal - 
uncle of the deceased, and that the latter would be excluded 
by a sister likely to produce male issue holding the estate for 
such issue. But in a later case it was held, that the estate 
could not thus remain in abeyance in expectation of future issue, 
Lakhi Priya v. Bhairab Chandra Chaudhuri (2). This was 
held also in Dukhina Dossee v. Rashbeharee Mojoomdar (3). 
Then there was the case of Pareshmani Dasi v. Dinanath 
Das (4), on which this case was referred to a Full Bench, in which 
it was held that the heirs must be those who are in existence 
at the time the estate descends, and could not be divested 
from them, one afterwards coming into existence. The principle 
I contend for is more consonant with the law in Bengal. than that 
an estate should be divested, which had once vested. Any one 
now claiming must claim through Gurudas. [Pracocx, C. J.— 
Do you contend that if Bireswar had, after the death of his father, 
recovered his sight, he could not have taken the estate?] I con- 
tend he could not..[Pracocn, C. J.—Suppose a son, who is alive 
in the womb at the time of the ancestor’s death, and is born shortly 
afterwards, he being unborn at the death, could hot he take ? and 
as the estate could not be in abeyance, would not the collateral 


(1) 8 Sol. 8. D. R., 42. (8) 6 W. R., 221. f 
(2) 5 Sel. 5. D. R., 316, (4) 1B. L. R, A. C, 17. 
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1869 heirs take subject to the estate divesting’ in favor of the after-born 
Karmas Das gon?]. The issue of the pregnancy must be awaited, Vyavastha 
Karenan Darpana, 280. 


CHANDRA Das, 


Mr. Kennedy for the respondents.—There is no limit laid down 
for those who are qualified coming in for inheritance ; and, there- 
fore, if the other side are right, they must be so by some principle 
not agreeable to all those passages throughout the Hindu law 
books, which lay down no period as a limit. Provision is 
made for the maintenance of all those who are not capable of 
inheriting. : 

The widow of a blind man, who died leating a son, would not 
on such a principle be entitled to maintenance, though if she 
had been childless, she would have been so entitled. Daya- 
bhaga, Chap. V., verse 19; Mitakshara, Chap. II., Section 10, 
verse 15, Thus it must be inferred that, as the widow can not 
be maintained, the son must be intended to take a share in the 
inheritance so as to maintain her. The case of a son born after 
the. ancestor’s death is analogous to the case of a co-parcener 
returning from abroad, in which, though there seems to be a 
complete vesting in others, during his absence, his share is yet 
divested in his favour when he returns: Dayabhaga, Chap. VIII., 
Dayakrama, Chap. IX. Sons born after partition are to take their 
share, Vyavastha, 534, and in case any disqualification is re- 
moved after division, the person becoming qualified must have a 
share. Ruvee Bhudr Sheo Bhudr v. Roopshunker Shunkerjee (1). 

Another case of the divesting of an estate once vested, is adop- 
tion. In adoption, the consent of the widow is not necessary ; 
for, suppose, there are two widows, and one of them exercises her 
power of adoption, that would take away the estate from the 
other. [Mirrer, J.—That has never been decided, and is still an 
open question]. An estate is liable also to be divested in case the 
disqualification is removed, either by expiation for an offence, 
or by restoration from disease, Vyavastha, 658, 1005. But they 
ought to receive maintenance. Gurudas took the estate subject 
to maintenance, and subject also to its being divested when a 


(1) 2 Borr., 656, 
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qualified son was born to the person to whom the estate would __ _ 1809 
have gone but for his disqualification, Rae Das 
KRISHAN 
Craxpnra DAs. 


The Advocate-Generalin reply.—In the case of adoption, the 
son does certainly inherit from the father; but then the widow, by 
her own voluntary act, relinquishes the estate, and is in the same 
position as if she had been left pregnant and given birth to a son 
after her husband’s death. She takes an estate defeasible by her 
own act; the son when adopted being looked upon in the same 
light as a son born before the death of his father. This clearly 
distinguishes it from the present case. Suppose a Hindu widow 
has the power to adopt, and the next contingent heir was a sister’s 
son, and the widow without adopting surrenders to that heir, at 
the time she does so, the son of that sister’s son would not be heir. 
Suppose her now to exercise her power of adoption, it could not be 
said that the adopted son could recover possession, ‘as the last full 
owner would be the sister’s son, who, though he could not take 
through his uncle, would do so through his father. The Mitak- 
shara, Chap. I., Section 6, verses 4, 5, and 6, seems to treat the 
case of the son born after partition on this principle: that he is 
not to take a share of what his brothers had taken, but to take 
a separate share from his father; the 9th paragraph is the same, 
applied to the case where the wifes pregnancy is not manifest ; 
the 12th when it was known. Nothing is laid down with respect 
to after-born qualified sons of unqualified persons, and this 
shows that the question of exclusion was only considered when 
it became necessary by the estate beingiready for division, that 
is, on the death of the ancestor. Expiation does not revest 
the estate in one who has not taken through being unqualified 
by want of expiation (1 Strange, 185.) So exclusion is not got 
rid of by the restoration of the person afflicted; in the same way, 
the subsequent begetting of a son can dono more than expia- 
tion or restoration from disease ; it cannot vest in the subsequent- 
ly begotten son a right to which the father had “never succeeded, 
The same principles are laid down in the Dayakrama, Chap. V., 
verses 10, 12, 20, and 21, and it is borne out in the case 
of a subsequently-born sister’s son, in the case of dulim Chund 
Dhur v. Bejai Govind Burrall (1). 
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1868 Pracocs, C. J.—The facts, as found by the learned Judge 
Kapas Das in this case, are not disputed. They are as follows: 
Kr 
oaint Das. ‘ Debchandra Das died in the year 1832, leaving an only son > 


Bireswar Das, who had been blind from his birth, and two 
widows, the survivor of whom, Pyari Mani, died in 1849. 
Bireswar, the blind son, having, according to Hindu law, been 
excluded from inheritance, on the death of Pyari Mani, Gurudas, 
the nephew of Debchandra, occupied the position of heir of 
Debchandra. Bireswar having married, a son, Krishan Chan- 
dra, was born to him, in 1858. Bireswar died in 1861.” 


On the above facts, the learned Judge held that, on the birth 
of Krishan Chandra, he became entitled to the inheritance, from 
which his father had been excluded. Now, if Krishan Chandra 
succeeded to the estate by inheritance, he succeeded as the rever- 
sionary heir and grandson of Debchandra. He could not suc- 
ceed ag son and heir of his father, who was then alive, and to 
whom the estate never belonged. If he succeeded as rever- 
sionary heir of his grandfather, Debchandra, he did so 26 
years after his grandfather’s death, and nine years after the 
death of Pyari Mani, his grandfather’s surviving widow, upon 
whose death the right of the reversionary heirs of his grand- 
father first, occurred. Krishan Chandra not being in existence 
when Pyari Mani died, he was not the reversionary heir at 
that time; and the estate descended to Gurudas, who was a — 
nephew, and would,at that time, in the absence of Bireswar, 
have been the reversionary heir ef Debchandra, 


. 


There is no case of which I am aware, in which, according to 
the Hindu law as administered in Bengal, a male, who takes 
by descent, takes anything less than a full and absolute estate, 
subject to charges for maintenance, &c.; or to shew that he is not 
at liberty to alienate that estate by gift or sale. The cases of 
widows and song adopted after the deaths ‘of their adoptive 
fathers, were referred to in the eourse of argument, to show that 
an estate, less than a full and absolute estate, may be taken by 
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inheritance, and that an estate vested by descent may be divested. 1869 
But these cases are not analogous. ; Karmas Das 


The case of a widow succeeding to the estate of her husband pn 
upon his dying without issue, and the case of other females, 
depend upon particular texts. Baundhayana, after premising 
a woman is entitled, “proceeds not to the heritage; for females 
and persons deficient in an organ of sense or member, are deemed 
incompetent to inherit.” The construction of this passage, is 
“* a woman is not entitled to the heritage ;” that the succession of 
the widow and certain others (viz., the daughter, the mother, 
and the paternal grandmother) takes effect under express texts, 
without any contradiction to this maxim, Dayabhaga, Chap. IL., 
Section 6, verse 11. 

The case of a widow adopting a son after her husband’s death, 
and thereby divesting the estate which she took upon the death 
of her husband without issue, is one in which only her own 
estate is divested. There is no case in which an estate vested 
in a male heir by inheritance, can be divested by the adoption 
of a son by a widow after her husband’s death; and the case 
of a widow divesting her own estate by the adoption of a son, 
is not one from which inferences can be drawn by analogy 
as to the divesting of an estate once vested in a male heir by 
inheritance. 

If Krishan Chandra, upon his birth, took as grandson and heir 
of Debchandra, the estate which, before his birth, Gurudas 
took as nephew and heir of the same person, and which he, as ` 
such heir, held for a period of nine years before the birth of 
Krishan Chandra; the case is one in which the estate of a male 
heir must be divested in favor of a nearer relative not in exist- 
ence when the ancestor died. This appears to me to be quite 
at variance with every principle of the Hindu law of inherit- 
ance. i 

According to that law, heritage is defined to bè wealth in which 
property dependent on relation to the former owner arises on the 
demise of the owner, Dayabhaga, Chap. I., verse 5; and again it 
is said in the same book, “ Though the word ‘heritage’ signifies by 
derivation “ which is given,” it has been pointed out that the use 
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of the-word “da” is secondary or metaphorical, since the same 
consequence (as that of gift) is produced, namely, that of con- 
stituting another’s property after annulling the previous right 
of a person who is dead, or gone into retirement or the like.” 
Dayabhaga, Chap. I, verse 4, 

That in heritage, property arises on the demise of the owner 
is also shewn by verse 12 of the same Chapter, when it is said, 
“since it is the practice of people to call an estate their own, 
“immediately the demise of their father or other predecessor, and 
“the right of property is acknowledged to vest without partition 
c in the case of an only son, the demise of the relative is the cause 
“of property.” In verse 31 of the same Chapter, it is clear that 
mere demise is not exclusively meant, ‘‘ for it intends algo the state 
of a person degraded, gone into retirement, and the like, by 
reason of the analogy, as occasioning extinction of the property.” 

If that which occasions an extinction of property, is by reason 
of analogy included under the term demise, it seems to me to 
follow that by analogy a person incapable of inheritance, on 
account of blindness or the like, is, so far as inheritance is con- 
cerned, in the.same position as if he were not in existence, 
although, as far as maintenance is concerned, he and certain 
members of his family have a claim upon the heir, and thus it is 
that as regards inheritance, though not as regards the obligation 
of maintenance, the son of that person may take by relationship 
derived through his father in the same manner as if his father 
were dead. If, then, property by inheritance arises on the death of 
the former owner, and the property of the heir is created by annul- 
ling the previous right of the ancestor, how can property once 
descended to an heir be divested in favor of a nearer relative, 
not in existence at the time of the ancestor’s death, when the 
property of the ancestor was annulled, and the property of the 
heir created ? x 

In the case of Bhoobun Moyee Debia v. Ramkishor Acharj (1) 
referred to by “Mr. Justice Norman, it is said, “the rule of 
Hindu law is that, in the case of inheritance, the person to 
succeed must be the heir of the lawful owner.” In that 


(1) 10 Moore, I. A, 311, 
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case, the ancestor died leaving a son and a widow. The son 1869. 
survived his father, and took the estate by inheritance, and Karras Das 
upon his death without issue, his widow took the estate as his ogeu Ta 
heir, Afterwards the widow of the father having a power to 

adopt, adopted a son who claimed the estate as heir in prefer- 

ence to the widow of the deceased son. The Privy Council held, 

that the adopted son could not take in preference to the son’s 

widow. In speaking of the deceased son, who succeeded on his 

father’s death, and whose widow, the son subsequently adopted, 

claimed to displace, Lord Kingsdown said: “In this case, 

Bhowanee Kishor had attained an age which enabled him to 

perform, and it is to be presumed that he did perform, all the reli- 

gious services which a son could perform for a father; he had 

succeeded to the ancestral property as heir; he had full power 

of disposition over it; he might have alienatedit; he might have 

adopted a son to succeed to it, if he had no male issue of his 

body; he could have defeated every intention which his father 
entertained with respect to the property.” 

Speaking also of the subsequent adoption, his Lordship added : 

« Tf Bhowanee Kishor (the son who succeeded upon his father’s 
death) had died unmarried, his mother (i. e, the adopting 
widow of the father) would have been his heir, and the question 
of adoption would have stood on quite different grounds. By 
exercising the power of adoption, she would have divested no 
estate but her own, and this would have brought the case within 
the ordinary rule, but no case has-been produced, no decision ' 
has been cited from the text-books, and no principle has been 
stated to show that by the mere gift of a power of adoption toa 
widow, the estate of the heir of a deceased son vested in posses- 
sion, can be defeated and divested.” 

So, it appears to me in the present case, there is no principle 
and no authority cited, save only the answer of the Pandit refer- 
red to by Mr. Justice Norman, (1) to show thgt the estate once 
vested in Gurudas, as nephew and heir, could be divested by the 
birth of the grandson, Krishan Chandra, 26 years after the death 
of Debchandra, and 9 years after that of his surviving widow 


(1) 2 Mac. Hindu Law, 300. 
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Pyari Mani. In- the Vyavastha Darpana, 2nd edition, page 2, 
the following Vyavasthas are given : 

“The existence (of the son) at the time of the father’s 
death alone constitutes the son’s title,” “ The meaning is that 
the existence of the son is the sole cause of heritable tight 
to which the time of the fathers’ death is an aid.” The phrase 
* the existence of the son at the time of the father’s death” 
indicates also the feetal existence of an heir in the womb. 

Mr. Justice Norman says:—“The passage from Yajnavalkya 
«c is remarkable, and is certainly capable of bearing the construc- 
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* tion that the share of an excluded person will remain unallotted, _ 


“ or as it were in abeyance, and will not pass to the other heirs. 
“Tt certainly does not vest absolutely in them. Yajnavalkya 
<“ shews that not only is the excluded person to be maintained, but 
“his wife is to receive maintenance; his daughters also are to be 
“maintained, until their marriage; and the. expenses of their 
“nuptials are to be defrayed, As to this latterpoint, see Mitak- 
«shara, Chap. II., section 10, verse 13.” 


The passage is as follows :—“ Yajnavalkya says, an outcast 
“and hisson, an eunuch, one lame, a madman, an idiot, one born 
« blind, and he who is afflicted by an incurable disease, must be 
“maintained without any allotment of shares.” But an 
estate cannot, in my opinion, be said not to vest absolutely 


in an heir, because he is bound to provide maintenance for ` 


certain relatives of his ancestor, of ‘a person who, but for 
incapacity, would have succeeded to the estate by inheritance. 
No one could, I think, fairly contend that a son, taking an estate by 
descent from his father, does not take an absolute estate, because 
he is bound to provide maintenance for his father’s widows and 
daughters, and to pay for the expences of the daughters’ nuptials. 

The learned Judge refers to the text of Manu and says :— 
“ Manu says, Chap. IX.; sloka 203: If the eunuch and the rest 
« should, at any tame, desire to marry, and if the wife of the eunuch 
“should raise up a son to him by a man legally appointed, that 
“gon and the issue of such as have children shall be capable of 
s inheritage,” 
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rule that eunuchs and persons born blind are excluded from a Karpas Dap 


share of the heritage. He adds (verse 202) :—“ But it is just |, 
that the heir who knows his duty should give them food ‘and 
raiment without stint” (meaning for life, see Mitakshara, Chap. 
IT, section 10, verse 5) “ according to the best of his power. He 
who gives them nothing sinks assuredly into a region of punish- 
ment;” and then he says in the text referred to by Mr. Justice 
Norman :—“ If the eunuch and the rest should, at any time, desire 
“to marry, and if the wife of the eunuch should raise up a son to 
“him bya man legally appointed, that son and the issue of such 
“as have children” (meaning of such of the others as are them- 
selves declared incapable of inheriting) “shall be capable of 
inheriting.” 

Mr. Justice Norman says :— There is no provision that the 
‘gon to be capable of inheriting must be born in.the life-time of 
“the ancestor as the heir of whom he is to take;” and that, “ unless 
“full force is given to the words ‘at any time,’ in the passage 
“before quoted, the wife and ‘daughters of an excluded person 
“ would, under all circumstances, be entitled to maintenance, yet 
“the son of such person born after the death of the ancestor, 
“would offer the funeral cake, and be excluded from all partici- 
“pation in the ancestral property.” There is no more reason for 


' divesting the heir to whom the estate descended, than there was 


in the case cited from the Privy Council. If he cannot offer 
the funeral cake because of his non-existence, and his father 
could not do go on account of incapacity, I apprehend the estate 
passed to the person who would have been heir, and who would 
have offered the fiineral cake, and succeeded as heir if the in- 
capable father had not been in existence. 

The words “ the issue of such shall be capable of inheriting” 
mean merely that a son legally raised up to a eunuch or the issue 
of a man born blind, shall have a legal capacity to inherit accord- 
ing to the ordinary rules of inheritance, notwithstanding the 
ennuch or the man born blind is not capable. Inheriting and 
having a capacity to inherit, are two very different things. 
A man born blind, and the others who are declared to 


be incapable have not the legal capacity to inherit to any one. 
6—B 
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1869 The son of any of such persons, if free from similar defects, 
Karmas Das has a capacity to inherit; but he does not inherit from every one 
m who dies, but only from every one of whom, according to the laws 
of inheritance, he is the heir. 


Kart 
Cuanpra Das, 
For example, a sister’s son, as the son of his uncle’s father’s 
daughter, may inherit the property of his uncle, his mother’s 
brother, if there is no other heir, and he is not incapable of 
inheriting, though his father was born blind, and is incapable of 
inheriting ; but a sister’s son, although capable of inheriting, does 
not inherit his uncle’s property, if his uncle leaves a son or a 
grandson ; because, though capable of inheriting, he is not, accord- 
ing to the Hindu law of inheritance, the heir of his uncle. 
The son of that son, being a sister’s grandson, cannot offer the 
funeral cake to his paternal grandmother’s brother ; and although, 
if not under one of the legal disabilities, he is a person capable 
of inheriting by reason of relationship through his father, yet he 
cannot inherit the estate of his grandmother’s brother, because 
the relationship derived through his father does not, according to 
* the Hindu law of inheritance, constitute a sister’s grandson the 
heir of his paternal grandmother’s brother. A sister's son, if 
capable, is, in the absence of a nearer relatiqn, the heir of his 
mother’s brother; but the son of that son is not the heir of his 
grandmother’s brother. The sister’s son, if born blind, would 
be incapable of inheriting the estate of his mother’s brother; but 
the son of that son, although, capable of inheriting according 
to the text of Manu, would not inherit the estate of his father’s 
mother’s brother, not on account of an incapacity to inherit, but 
because he is not the heir of his grandmother’s brother. 


The right of a wife and daughters of asister’s son to receive 
maintenance and the like out of an estate of the uncle which the 
sisters son but for incapacity would have inherited, and the 
right of a son of that sister’s son to inherit are, according to the 
Hindu law of maintenance and inheritance, entirely different.. 
The wife and daughters might be entitled, according: to the law 
of maintenance, to be maintained ; but the son could never, as a 
sister’s grandson, become entitled to suceed as heir to the estate 
of his father’s maternal uncle. 
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Now, it is just as much one of the general rules of inheritance _1869 
that a person cannot succeed as heir, unless he is in existence either Karmas Das 
in his mother’s womb, or otherwise, at the, time of the ancestor’s Pe care 
death ; as it is, that a sister’s grandson is not the heir of his grand- 
mother’s brother. There is no more reason for contending that the 
text of Manu was intended to declare that a person not in exis- 
tence at the time of the death of the ancestor, would be entitled 
to inherit, than there is for saying that a capable son of an inca- 
pable son of a sister would be entitled to inherit the estate of his 
paternal grandmother’s brother. Both are capable of inheritance, 
but neither can inherit the particular estate, because he is not 
the heir of the last owner. 

The object of Manu in pointing out that the legitimate issue 
of a man who was born blind, &c, is capable of inheriting, 
appears-to have been to avoid a doubt, which might otherwise 
have arisen as to whether the son of a man, who is incapable of 
inheriting, can derive any title to.inherit by reason of relation- 
ship derived through his father. This is made clear by refer- 
ence to the Mitakshara, Chap. IIL, Section 10, verse 9, in 
which, speaking of the persons declared to be incapable, the 
commentator says;—‘ The disinherison of the persons above 
described, seeming to imply disinherison of their sons.” The 
author (Yajnavalkya) adds :—-“ But their sons, whether legiti- 
c mate, or the offspring of the wife by a kinsman, are entitled 
* to allotments, if free from similar defects ;” and then, in-the’ 10th 
verse, the commentator says: The sons of these persons, whether 
c they be legitimate offspring or issue of the wife, are entitled to 

- allotments, or are rightful partakers of shares, provided they be 
“ faultless or free from defects which should bar their participation, 
“such as impotency and the like.” 

Here the reason for saying that the sons of incapable persons 
are entitled to allotments is clearly explained. It was not for the 
purpose of declaring that the sons of incapable persons should 
have aright to inherit, whereas in the case of sister’s grandsons, 
they would not, according to the rules of inheritance, be heirs, 
but to prevent any implied disinherison of those who, according 
to the rules of inheritance, would be heirs in the absence of their 
fathers, if such fathers had not been incapable. 


Ben, Law Re 
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1869 In the.Dayabhaga, Chap. V., verse 11, itis said: “ When the 

Kauas Das “ father is dead (as well as in his life-time) an impotent man, ‘blind 

Karsiran “man, &c., are not competent to share the heritage. Food and 
Cranpra Das, 

“raiment should be given to them, excepting the outcast. But 

“ the sons of such persons, being free from similar defects, shall 

& obtain their father’s share of the inheritance ;” and at verse 19: 

“ Therefore, the sons of such persons, being either their natural 


“ offspring or issue raised up by the wife, as the case may be, to ° 
“take their allotments according to the pretensions of their 
“ fathers.” 


That grandsons can take property by inheritance from their 
grandfather, during the life of their father, if he is incapable, is 
shown by this text, for he could not be entitled to an allotment, 
upon partition, unless he were a co-heir; and the same rule may 
also be inferred from the text of Devala, Chap. I., verse 18, of the 
Dayabhaga. Devala, too, expressly denies the right of sons in 
their father’s wealth: “When the father is deceased, let the 
“sons divide the father’s wealth, for sons have not ownership 
“while the father is alive and free from defect.” Incapacity ` 
to inherit for any of the specified causes is treated as disin- 
herison of the incapable person, but not of his capable sons. 
See Mitakshara, Chap. II., Section 10, verse 9, which is as follows: 
“ The disinherison of the persons above described seeming to 
imply disinherison of their sons.” The author adds: “ But their 
gons, whether legitimate or the offspring of the wife by a kins- 

_ “man, are éntitled to allotments, if free from similar defects.” 
The above texts appear to show that the son of an incapable , 
person may, in the life-time of his father, have a right through his 
father to inherit, but they do not show that such son can inherit, 
if he is not in existence at the time when the right of the ances- 
tor ceases in consequence of his death. 


The text cited by Mr. Justice Norman from the Mitekshara, 
Chap. II., Section 10, verse 7, appears tome, when carefully consi 
dered, rather to support the view that an estate vested by inhe- 
ritance in another, in consequence of the incapacity of nearer 
heirs, is not divested either by the removal of the defect or by the 
subsequent birth of a son of the person who was incapable, if 
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such son was not in existence in his mother’s womb at the time of 
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the ancestor’s death. The passage is as follows :—* If the defects Karmas Das 


“ be removed by medicaments or by other means, as, penance and 
“ atonement, at apériod subsequent to. partition, the right of parti- 
“cipation takes effect by analogy to the case of a son born after 
“separation ; when the sons.have been separated, one who is after- 
“wards born of a woman equal in class, shares the distribution.” 
Now, there are two periods for partition; one, in the life-time 
of the father when he separates from his sons; the other, after the 
death of the father-when the brothers divide. In the former case, 


as the father is still living, he may have a son born after partition, ` 


KRISHAN 


CHANDRA Das, 


who was not in existence or in his mother’s womb at the time of | 


partition. In the second case, as the father’s death at the time of 
partition is assumed, there cannot be a son born after partition 
who was not in his mother’s womb at the time of partition. 


The text quoted in the verse 7, cited from Mitakshara, Chap. II., 
Section 10, “ when the sons have been separated, one who is after- 
wards born of a woman equal in class, shares the distribution,” 
refer to partition in the father’s life-time. See Mitakshara, Chap. I., 
Section 6, verses 1 and 2, in which the meaning of the words 
“ shares the distribution” are explained. The verses quoted are as 
follow:— How shall a share be allotted to a gon born subsequently 
to partition of the estate?” The author replies, “when the sons have 
“ been separated, one who is (afterwards) born of a woman equal in 
“ class, shares the distribution.” Here the text quoted is set out: 


«The sons being separated from their father, one who shall be ` 


afterwards born of a wife equal in class, shall share the distribu- 


tion. What is distributed is distribution, meaning the allotments 
of the father and mother, he shares that; in other words, he 
obtains after the- demise of his parents, both their portions; his 
mother’s portion, however, only, if there be no daughter, for it 
is declared that daughters share the sresidue of their mother’s 
property, after payment of her debts.” This is made more clear 
by verses 3, 4, 5, and 6: 


Verse 3.— That ason by a woman of a different tribe re- 
«c eeives merely his own proper share from his father’s estate, with 


‘the whole of his mother’s property (if there be no daughter).” 
17—B 
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Verse 4.—The same rule is propounded by Minas ; “A son, 


KALIDAS Karmas Das «born after a division, shall alone take the parental wealth. The 


y Koisa 
CHaxNDpRAa D. 


“term parental must be here interpreted appertaining to both 
"father and mother; for it is ordained that a son, born before 
‘partition, has no claim on the, wealth of his parents; nor one 
“begotten after it, or that of his brother.” 


Verse 5.—The meaning of the text is this: “one born pre- 
* viously to the distribution of the estate, has no property in 
“the share allotted to his father and mother who are separated 
& (from their children); nor is one, born of parents separated 
“(from their children), a proprietor elder of his brother’s 
“ allotment.” 


Verse 6.—“ Thus, whatever has been acquired by the father 
in the period subsequent to partition, belongs entirely to the 
son born after separation. For it is so ordained. AN the 


. wealth which is acquired by the father himself, who has made 


partition with his sons, goes to the son begotten by him after the 
partition: those born before it are declared to have no right.” 


This shows that a son begotten after his father has been sepa- 


rated from his brothers, alone inherits the share which his father, 


took upon partition as well as any wealth acquired by his father 
himself, but that the allotments once vested in his brothers by 
such father cannot be divested in his favor: and even as regards 
the allotment taken by the father on partition, neither the after- 


- born son, nor the blind son, whose disqualification has been remov- 


ed subsequent to the partition, would take any thing, if the father 
should alienate his own share or allotment during his life-time. 
If a father should separate from his sons, having at the time 
of a partition one son born blind, or haying some other defect 
which renders him incapable of taking a share, that son, if the 
defect should be subsequently removed, would inherit the whole 
of the share which his father took upon partition and all his 
other wealth; anā I apprehend, that if the incapable son should 
have a son born. afterwards, that son, if capable, would stand in 
his father’s place, and if in existence at the time of his grand- 
father’s death, would inherit that property which his father would 
have inherited, if capable. ° 
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The text, however, alludes merely to the person who was 
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incapable, and points out what he is entitled to if the defect is Karmas Das 


removed. It says nothing as to the rights of a son of the son 
who was incapable when his father and brothers separated. If 
after the death of the father his sons should divide, and one of 
them should have a defect rendering him incapable of inheriting, 
that son would not take a share upon partition. If the analogy 
to a son born after partition applies to this case, the incom- 
petent man, upon removal of the defect, would be entitled to 
an allotment out of the visible estate received by the brothers 
corrected for income and expenditure. See Mitakshara, Chap. I., 
Section 6, verses 8, 9, 10, and 11. l 

This son, if in existence in his mothers womb at the time 
of partition, if subsequently born capable, might also, by analogy, 
be entitled to share with his father’s brothers, in the same manner 
as if his father had died before partition, and. he had been in 
existence in his mother’s womb at the time of partition, and had 
been subsequently born capable. See Mitakshara, Chap. L, 
Section 6, verse 11, above cited. See also Dayabhaga Chap. VII. 
By a son born after partition is meant a son of whom the 
conception was subsequent to the division of the estate. A son, 
in his mother’s womb at the time of partition, does not come 
within the phrase “ son born after partition,” for the son in the 
womb is in point of law in existence. 

I am of opinion that the estate which descended to Guru- 
das was not divested by the birth of Krishan Chandra, and that 
the latter on his birth did not take Debchandra’s estate by 
inheritance. This decision does not apply to the case of the son 
of a man born blind, if such son has been begotten, and is in 
his mother’s womb at the time of the death of the ancestor, and 
is afterwards born capable. The rules as to the foetal existence 
of an heir in the womb are collected in the Vyavastha Darpana, 
pp. 2, 3,and 4. See also Dayabhaga, Chap., VIL., expecially 
verses 12 and 13, and annotations thereon. 

The judgment of Mr. Justice Norman is revere without 
costa. 


Locs; J.—I concur. 
18—B 
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1869 Kemp, J.—I concur in the opinion that the estate which ` 


Kayran Karas Das descended to Gurudas was not divested by the birth of 
oran Krishan Chandra Das, and that the latter, on his birth, did not 
` "take the estate of Debendra Chandra Das in right of ASHE 
MACPHERSON, J.—I concur in the judgment of the Chief 
` Justice. The conclusion at which the Court arrives is in accord- 
ance with that evidently arrived at by Mr. Justice Bayley and 
myself as regard the case of a deaf and dumb man, in the case 
of Pareshmani Dasi v. Dinanath Das (1). 


G 


MITTER, J.—I concur. 


` Attorneys for the appellants: Messrs. Rogers. and Remfrey. ` 


Attorneys for the eS Messrs. eae es and Bose. 
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Before Mr. Justice L. S, Jackson and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


S GIRISHCHANDRA ROY CHOWDRY anp oruers (Devsnpants,) v. an 
RAJCHANDRA ROY OHOWDRY anp oraxrs (Pxarstires.)* ephe g: 


meei 


Revenue Courts—Jurisdicton—Evidence—Res-adjudicata, DE 


A. died leaving four sons, B., O., D., and E., by a wife deceased ; and a widow K, 
and three other sons, F., G., H. by her. K. brought a suit against B., C., D., and E., 
and against her three sons, F., G., and H., to establish her title to a certain talook which 
she alleged had been conveyed to her by A. under a deod of gift. B., C.p D., and E. 
set up a prior deed of partition, whereby the property of the deceased, including this 
talook, was divided between all his sons in the proportion of 10 annas to B., C, D., 
and E, and 6 annas to F., G., and H. The High Court, on appeal, held, that the 
deed of partition was genuine, and rendered the subsequent decd of gift inoperative. 

* Afterwards B., C., D , and E. instituted a suit in the Collector’s Court for arrears 
of rent in respect of another talook, also included in the deed of partition, against 
the ryots, and E, Œ, and H; Tho 1yots admitted that they held at the rent claimed, 
but stated they had not paid their rent on acconnt of a dispute between the i 
brothers as to the shares in which they wero entitled to tho same. F., G., and H. . 
raised the defence, that this suit could not be maintained in the Collector’ s Court ; 
a suit in the Civil Court should be brought for the determination oF their shares, 
and the decision in tho prior suit was no evidence against them. ` Held, the 
question was really one of title between the brothers, and such suit could not ‘be 
maintained in the Revenue Courts. i è i 3 


` 


a 


Tus was a suit under Act X. of 1859 for arrears of rent. 
* Special Appeal, No. 102 of 1868, from a decree of the anid of Dacca, a affirm- 


ing a deeree of the Deputy Colector of that district. 
oo ie 2—C 7 
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1868 The following genealogical table will explain the relation of 
GrarencHan- the contending parties: 
pra Ror 
CuowvRY Raya Chand Roy Chowdry, onginal proprietor, 
v. ded leaving 
RasoHaANDRA 
Ror Cnow- (By the first wife) (By tio sorond wife, Kishori 
DRY. 4 Sons, wdrani) 8 Sons. 


| 


À T Bhagawan. Bhairab. Gi Girishohandre. Mahimechandra, Al 


- The present suit arose out of the following circumstances: 
Raya Chand was alleged to have executed, on the 3rd Magh 1267 
(16th January 1861) a deed of partition, in which he set forth 
his intention of dividing the whole of his property, both real 
and personal, between the sons of the two marriages, in shares 
of 10 and 6 annas respectively, the sons of the first marriage 
getting 10, and those of the second 6. On the death of Raya 
Chand in Phalgun 1271 (February 1865), his second wife, 
Kishori, applied to the Collector of Mymensing, to have her 
name registered as owner of Talook Amjani Digar, which she 
alleged was conveyed to her by her deceased husband, under a 
Hibba (deed of gift) dated the 26th Bhadra 1270 (10th September 
1863). In that case, the four sons of Raya Chand, by his first wife, 
appeared as objectors to the claim of Kishori, whose application 
was rejected by the Collector on the 23rd of April 1864. She 
then brought a civil suit against Girishchandra, Mahimachan- 
dra, and Akrurchandra (her three sons), and Rajchandra and 
-. bis three uterine brothers, to establish her title to the aforesaid 
. talook, on the basis of that deed of gift. The Zilla Judge dis- 
missed her suit, and she preferred a regular appeal (1) to the 
High Court, which was also dismissed on the 11th March 1867. 
- The judgment of Trevor and Glover, JJ., was as follows: 
“« We come now to the appeal of the plaintiff, and the issue 
raised by it is this—As the Hibba of 26th Bhadra 1270 (10th 
September 1863) is proved, had anything previously occurred 
to prevent its operation? or, in other words, had Raya Chand 
previously divested himself. of the property conveyed in it 
under the partition deed of 1267.(186])? Now the onus 
of proving that he had so divested himself, will lie on the 
defendants. Now, the deed of 1267 (1861), which is the found- 


(1) No. 280 of 1866. 
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ation of the defendants’ case, is not contested before us. Both 1868 
the plaintiff and the defendants admit that the Mahajani proper- Gis eeu 
ties were divided inthe shares of 10 and 6 annas, shortly after Cuoworr 
the deed of 1267 (1861) was executed, namely in the following p,,ovawora 
year, . . .  . The only contest is as to the real property. Roy Show 
To préve that partition was equally effected in respect of the 
zemindaries, the defendants have put in a quantity of document- 
ary evidence, at the head of which are certain schedules called 
Batwara papers, in which all the real property of Raya Chand is 
set down, and divided in the shares of 10 and 6 annas. These 
lists purport to have been signed by the donor, and if proved, they 
go a long way to establish the defendants’ case.” (Those Batwara 
papers were found, as a fact, to be genuine, for reasons given 
in the judgment.) ‘“ We think that the deed of gift propounded 
by the plaintiff is a genuine deed, executed by Raya Chand; and 
that the plaintiff, Kishori, would be entitled to recover upon it, 
had the property covered by the deed remained at the time of 
its execution in the possession of the donor; but, on the whole 
evidence we are of opinion, that after the execution of the 
partition deed of 1267 (1861), Raya Chand divided all his 
property between the sons of the two marriages, in the propor- 
tion of 10 and 6-anna shares; that he signed and delivered the 
schedules propounded by the defendants, and by their delivery 
divested himself of all the right in the real property, in the same 
way as he had divested himself of all right in the personal pro- 
perty ; that in accordance with this partition, the defendants got 
possession of a 10-anna share in Mauza Amjani Digar, and 
that therefore the deed of gift of that entire property, executed 
subsequently in the plaintiff’s favor in 1270 (1863) was, by pre- > 
vious acts, rendered inoperative, and conveyed to the plaintiff 
nothing.” i 

The present suit was brought by Rajchandra and his 
three uterine brothers, for recovery of ‘arrears of rent, from 
1271 to 1273 (1864—1866), in respect of they 10-anna share 
of the lands held by the tenants; defendants, in talook Sheikh 
Suliah. The shareholders and co-owners with the plaintiffs were 
also made defendants. The plaintiffs alleged that, by virtue of a 
deed of partition dated the 3rd Magh 1267 (15th January 1861} 


1868 
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and the Batwara papers of 1268 (1861), which were executed 
by their deceased father, and declared valid by the decision of the 
High Court, on the 11th March 1867, they (the plaintiffs) were 
entitled to, and were also in possession of, a 10-anna share of 
the lands, the rent of which was claimed; and that the co- 
sharers, defendants, Girishchandra and others, were entitled 
to the remaining 6 annas; and that the ryots held these lands 
at an annual jumma of Rs. 144-8. The ryots, defendants, 
admitted that they held the lands in question at the rent alleged, 
which was not paid, simply on account of a disagreement having 
broken out between the plaintiffs and the defendants, Girish- 
chandra, &c., as to the shares to which they were respectively 
entitled. They alleged that they were willing to pay the 
amount of rent which was legally due from them. 

The shareholders, defendants, Girishchandra and others, raised 
the defence that save in a civil action there is no law which 
allows co-sharers to be made defendants in a suit for recovery 
of arrears of rent. The plaintiffs should have first instituted 
a civil suit, for the determination of their shares. The decision 
of the High Court, which formed the basis of the present action, 
could not be used as evidence against the defendants, co-sharers, 
nor was it a binding declaration of their rights. The question 
of the respective shares of the parties arose incidentally in the 
previous suit, and was not conclusively adjudicated upon. The 
main point at issue there, was whether Kishori was entitled to 


‘Talook Amjani Digar, under an alleged deed of gift from her 


husband. The defendants further alleged, that onthe 30th Ashar 
1270 (13th July 1863), the whole estate of their father was 
equally divided by him between his sons by the two marriages, 
and that by virtue of this partition they (the defendants), as well 
as the plaintiffs, were respectively in possession of 8 annas 
of the property, and that the plaintiffs could not claim more than 
the rent due from an 8-afina share only. The Deputy Collector 
held that the sui was cognizable by the, Revenue Court; and 
on the merits, he held that,the. plaintiffs were entitled to recover 
from the ryots the amount of rent sued for, inasmuch as a 10- 
anna share of their father’s property was assigned to them by the 
deed of the 3rd Magh 1267 (15th January 1861). The co- 


i 


15 Jan., 18 


LAW REPORTS, 
Janay 1869, : 


VOL. 1] APPELLATE JURISNIOTION—OIVIL. 5 


sharers appealed. The Judge affirmed the decision. Heheld that — 1868 
the decision of the High Court of the 11th March 1867 established Gmrsuonay- 
: : srs . DRA Roy 
conclusively that a partition had been effected between the plain- Gnownry 
tiffs and the co-sharers, defendants, in the proportion of 10 annas EEEN 
and 6 annas@share respectively ;, and on the strength of that Bor Onon: 
decision the Court, acting under Act X. of 1859, had power to 

give the plaintiffs a decree for the rent of a 10-anna share of the 


lands in question. 
The co-sharers appealed to the High Court. 


Mr. Montriou (with ine Babooa Annada Prasad Banerjee and 
Chandra Madhab Ghose) for appellants.—The sole dispute is one 
of title. That plaintiffs are conscious of this fact, appears from 
the form of plaint. It is, therefore, not a rent suit, nor triable 
by the Collector. Moreover, the claim is fora share of ijmali 
rent, without showing any exceptional ground or cause for 
harassing the ryot with such fractional claim. Dharam Lal Sing 
v. Jagadamba Koer (1); Syed Hyder Ali v. Amrit Chow- 
dry (2); Amrit Chowdry v. Syed Hyder Ali (3); Bani Madhab 
Ghose v. Thakur Das Mandal (4). The civil judgment (which 
is confessedly the cause of action) is in no way identified with 
the claim now made. This is apparent from the pleadings in the 
civil suit. There the plaintiff claimed, as her husband’s donee, 
against his representative, a small estate. The claim was resisted 
by the respondents, but yielded to by the appellants. Thejudg- 
ment was adverse to the donee, on the ground that the donor 
had already parted irrevocably with his interest in the subject of 
gift. The proofs were of a peculiar character, and the decision 
in no way touches, much less concludes, the right of appellants to 
dispute their brothers’ exclusive title toany portion of the estate, 
certainly not to a portion of the talook or bazar held by these 
ryots, who have never paid rent or ae to respondents. 


Mr. Paul (with him Baboos Kali “Mohan Das and Ramesh 
Chandra Mitter) for respondents.—An appeal® must lie from a 
decree. No-decree was passed against the present appellants 


(1) 8 Wym, Bep., 82. (3) 2 Wym. Rep., 305. 
(2) 2 Wym. Rep., 204, (4) 6 W. R, Act X. Rul, 71. 
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(co-sharers, defendants,) by the Courts below, for the amount of _ 
rent sued for, hence they had no right to prefer this appeal.’ 


They were nominally made defendants, inasmuch as they would 
not join the plaintiffs, in instituting this suit against the ryots. 
It is the ryots alone who can qbject to the carryin@on of the suit 
on the score of jurisdiction. But they have not appealed. 
Therefore, the decision of the lower Appellate Court must stand. 
All that the co-sharers, defendants, are entitled to ask, is that 
the suit be ordered to be dismissed with costs as against them, 
for having been unnecessarily made partjjes in the present action. 
‘Where some of the co-sharers refuse to join the other share- 
holders in bringing a suit for the recoveryeof rent, the latter 


‘cannot thereby be precluded from recovering the amount due 


’ to. them in proportion to their shares, which were determined by 


a previous decision of the High Court. The ryote are willing 
to pay rents separately to the shareholders. Consequently, the 
Court below was competent to entertain the suit; and the ryote 
being satisfied with the decree, there can be no further appeal. 


‘As the right of the plaintiffs was sufficiently declared in the 


previous suit, there is no reason why they should be again 
referred to a civil suit for the same subject-matter. A Collector 
can try the question of right when it is involved in determin- 
ing the point as to who is entitled to the receipt of rent; 
Gauridas Byragee v. Jagannath Roy Chowdry (1). The ryots 
are the ryots of the plaintiffs, unless they have attorned to some 
one else. They were the ryots of the deceased proprietor whose 
representatives the plaintiffs are. The title of the plaintiffs as 
landlord being admitted, they are entitled to obtain a decree for 
the rent of their share. The co-sharers, defendants, are precluded 
by that decision from questioning any more the 10-anna share 
of the plaintiffs, who now sue not as proprietors of the entire 
estate, but as 10-anna proprietors of the mehal. The real con- 
tention in that suit was, whether partition was actually effected 
between the sonee(the plaintiffs and the co-sharers, defendants, ) 
in pursuance of the terms of the deed executed by their father, 
Raya Chand Roy, the deceased proprietor; and it was held that the 


(1) 7 W. R., 28. 
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estate was partitioned among the sons in the shares of 10 annas 
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and 6 annas respectively ; the plaintiffs obtained 10-anna share Gmusssouan- 


RA Ror 


and the co-sharers, defendants, 6 annas. Hence that decision is Cie 


a binding declaration of the rights of the parties, and the defend- 


v. 


RAJOHANDRA 


ants cannot hẹ allowed to raise an objection which was already Ror Cow- 


adjudicated upon by a Court of competent jurisdiction. See 
Barrs v. Jackson (1) and the same case in appeal (2), Outram v. 


Morewood (3), Duchess of Kingston’s case(4), Meer Bahadoor Ali 


v. Mussamut Suneechuroo (5), Deokee Nundun Roy v. Kalee Per- 
shad (6), and Mussamut Edun v. Mussamut Bechun(7). It cannot 
be pretended that the point decided in the regular suit betweèn 
the brothers, wag a point incidentally or collaterally decid- 
ed. The point, viz. that the brothers took, by partition, in 
the life-time of their father, in the proportion of 10 annas 
and 6 annas, was the brosd issue raised and decided in that 
suit. Such a determination comes within the objections given 
by DeGrey, C. J., in the Duchess of Kingston’s case. *“ That 
the judgment of a Court of concurrent jurisdiction, directly 
upon the point, is, as a plea, a bar, or as evidence, conclusive 
between the same parties, upon the same matter, directly in 
question in another Court; secondly, that the judgment of a 
Court of exclusive jurisdiction directly upon the point, is, in 
like manner, conclusive upon the same matter, between the 
same parties, coming incidentally in question in another Court, 
for a different purpose.” 

In Barrs v. Jackson, Knight Bruce, v.o., held, that the 
fact in an issue, as to who was next-of-kin in an administration 
suit, was not conclusive in a distribution suit. This ruling was 
reversed on appeal, and it was held, that the finding was conclu- 
sive between the same parties in the second suit, although the 
object of the second suit was different to that in the first suit. 

In the present case, the regular suit was in reality a family 
suit, put forward for the division of the rights of the brothers 


(d 
(1) 1 Young & Collier’s C. R, 585. (5) 6 W. B., 157. 
(2) 1 Phil, 582. (6) 8 W. R., 366. 
(3) 3 Hast 345. (7) 8 W. RB, 175. 


, 4) 2 Smith's L. C., Ed. 1867, 678. 
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though under the garb of a ‘suit brought by ‘the widow for 


GursHouaN- possession of a small parcel of property alleged to have ‘been 


pra Roy 
Cuownrr 
v. 
RAJOHANDRA 
Ror eee 


given to her in gift by the deceased. 

If the judgment in that suit is not to be considered g final 
declaration of the rights of the brothers, another quit for decla- 
ration of those rights is necessary. Will not the evidence to be 
adduced in such suit be exactly the same as that already adduced 
in the suit decided? Can the other side suggest the possibility 
of any evidence other than the evidence already given and 
would any Judge, after the careful_and elaborate decision 
pronouticed by Justices Trevor and Glover, decide differently. 
Such is the rule of law, as I have endgavoured to show. 
But in a Court of equity and good conscience it ought to 
be clear by undoubted law, that a point or fact directly put in 
issue, and decided in a suit between parties, should be binding 
between the same parties in any fature litigation. This appears 
a principle of common sense and good reason. It is free from 
all technicalities of the law, and is undoubtedly just. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Mirrer, J.—We are of opinion that a suit, like the present, 


- cannot be maintained in the Revenue Courts. It is admitted 


that there is no legal contract in existence between the plaintiffs 
and the tenants, defendants, by virtue of which the former can 
claim, from the latter, a 10-anna share of the rent payable by 
them oh account of their holding. It is also admitted that rent 
‘has never been collected from the tenants, defendants, by the 
plaintiffs, separately from their co-sharers. The plaintiffs allege 
that a valid and binding partition has been made between them 
and their co-sharers, and that the result of this partition has 
been to constitute them the proprietors of a 10-anna share of the 
land of which the holding of the tenants, defendants, consists. 
But the plaintiffg are unable to state that the tenants, defendants, 
have received any authority or permission from their other 
landlords, viz. the co-sharers of the plaintiffs, to recognize them 
as the holders of such a share. These co-sharers,on the other 
hand, who were made defendants in the Court below, and who 
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are now special appellants before us, deny that such a partition 1868 
has ever been made, and they also deny that the plaintiffs are Gunera 
entitled to the share they have claimed. The tenants, defend- Cnowoar 
ants, say that the plaintiffs and the special appellants have been giyoninnra 
quarrelling with each other, regarding the extent of their shares, Rov Cuow- 
and that so far as they themselves are concerned, they are ready 

to bring into Court the whole amount of their rent, leaving it to 

the Court itself to determine the share to which the plaintiffs are 
lawfully entitled. Upon this state of facts, it is clear that before 

the plaintiffs can succeed in such a suit, there must be,an 
adjudication between them and the special appellants, upon 

the question of partition. Indeed, the plaintiffs themselves 
appear to have asked for auch an adjudication, as is clearly 
shown by their own plaint. We are of opinion that the Collector’s $ 
Court is not the proper tribunal to adjudicate upon such a 
question, and between such parties; and the plaintiffs’ suit must 
necessarily fail. Disputed questions of title between rival, 
proprietors, whether co-sharers or otherwise, can be determined 

by the Civil Courts only ; and parties seeking for the determi- - 
nation of such questions must resort to those Courts for relief. 

It has been said, that we might strike off the names of the 
special appellants from the category of defendants, and treat 

this suit as a simple suit for rent between the plaintiffs and the 
tenants, defendants. But we are unable to see how such a course 

could be adopted even if we were otherwise inclined to hold that 

the plaintiffs are entitled to alter their case at this late stage of 

the proceedings. The case had been throughout treated by- 
consent of parties as a case between the plaintiffs on the one 

side, and the tenants, defendants, and the special appellants on. 

the other. Be this as it may, it is abundantly clear that the 
presence of the special appellants is absolutely necessary for the 
protection of the tenants, defendants. Ifthe tenants, defendants, 

had entered into any engagement with the plaintiffs to pay to 

the latter a particular share of their rent, it would have been 

for them to protect themselves in the best manner they could in 

any subsequent litigation between themselves and the special `: 
appellants. But in the absence of such a contract, the tenants, 
defendants, can not be fairly subjected to the risk of such a 
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1868 litigation, and the Court is bound to see that any decree that 

sapere it passes against them in this case, will be a sufficient protection 

Cuowpex `to them against any adverse claim for rent, that the special 

Rascuanpna &PPellants might hereafter choose to bring. Now it is clear, that 

Rox Cnow- no such protection can possibly exist, unless the question of 

gi partition is settled between the plaintiffs and the special appel- 

> lants before us. According to our view of the case, there must 

be an adjudication upon the question of partition, and in order 

that this adjudication might be a sufficient protection to the 

tenants, defendants, it must be of such’a character as to bind 

their other landlords, ¢. e. the special appellants. Suppose, for 

instance, the Collector were to pass a decree against the tenants, 

defendants, for a 10-anna share of their rent, but after deter- 

mining the question of partition, as that question must be 

determined before any such decree can be passed; and suppose 

also that the question was determined as between the plaintiffs 

and the tenants, defendants, only, what would be the effect of 

such a determination in any future suit that the special appel- 

lants might choose to bring against the tenants, defendants, 

claiming a larger share of the rent than that which is allotted 

to them under the partition in question? Would the special 

appellants be prevented by such a determination from proving 

against the tenants defendants that no such partition has ever 

been made? And what would be the answer of the tenants, 

defendants, when such a fact is proved against them, and in such 

a suit? Ifthe names of the special appellatits were struck off 

from the record of this case, the decision passed in it would not 

be even admissible as evidence against them in any future 
litigation for rent between them and the tenants, defendants. 

The dispute that is going on between the plaintiffs and the 

special appellants, is no way attributable tothe tenants, defendants, 

according to the admittel facts of this case; and the tenants, 

defendants, ought not, either in law or equity, to suffer for such 

a dispute. TRe plaintiffs might be entitled in law to the 

10-anna share they have asked for, but before recovering that 

share from the tenants, defendants, they are bound to show that 

the latter will be protected from the risk of being compelled 

to pay their rent twice over, leaving aside the trouble and 
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expense of a double litigation for the rent of one entire holding, 1868 

It is clear, therefore, that before any decree can be passed against Guise AN- 
or 


the tenants, defendants, there must be an adjudication upon the Cuow DRY 
question of partition between the plaintiffs and the special PRS RERIA 
appellants; and we have already observed that the Revenue Ror cnong 
Courts are not competent to adjudicate upon such questions, and 
between such parties. e 
It has been contended, that the question of partition has been 
already settled between the plaintiffs and the special appellants, 
in a suit in which one Kishori Chowdrani, the mother of the 
special appellants, was plaintiff, and the plaintiffs in this case 
and the special appellants wore defendants. It is admitted, 
however, that that suit related to a zemindati which has no 
connection with the land occupied by the tenants, defendants. 
Under such circumstances, it is clear, that. the direct legal 
operation of the decision that has been passed in that suit, can 
not extend beyond the property to which it related. Any other 
effect that might be attached to it, is a mere question of evidence. 
We have already given our reasons for holding that the Revenue 
Courts are not competent to determine a disputed question of 
title between rival proprietors, and any. enquiry relating to a 
mere matter of evidence bearing upon such a question would 
be, therefore, superfluous. We decline to pass any opinion upon 
the value of the decision referred to, as a mere matter of evidence, 
as the issue upon which it bears is not one which we can try 
in the present suit., 
We reverse the decisions of both the lower Courts. The 
plaintiffs will pay to the tenants, defendants, the costs incurred . 
by the latter, in the Court of first instance only, but they must 
pay to the special appellants the costs of all the Courts. 
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Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Mitter. 
1868 PROKAS SING, Pramrtor, v JOGESWAR SING, Durenpanr.* 
Sept. 9. 
~ Mohamtedan Low— Pre-empiion—Iehtehad. 


It is necessary to the enforcement of thg right of pre-emption that all the prescribed 
formalities should be strictly complied with. 

To the ceremony of Ishtehad, or Talab-Ish-had, it is essential that there should 
be an express invocation of witnesses. 


THIs was a suit to enforce the right of pre-emption, by setting 
aside a deed of sale executed in favor of the defendant. 

The defence set up was, that the plaintiff had failed to perform 
the preliminary ceremonies required by the Mohammedan law. 

The Moonsiff dismissed the suit of the plaintiff, on the 
ground, that the evidence adduced by him in support of his 
claim was not reliable and satisfactory. 

On appeal, the Principal Sudder Ameen affirmed the decision 
of the Moonsiff. He held that, “in enforcing the right of pre- 
emption, the ceremonies of Talab Mawasibat and Ishtehad 
must he strictly observed; otherwise the right is lost. In the pre~ 
sent case, supposing the evidence of the witnesses on the part of 
the plaintiff to be true, it only proves that the plaintiff observed 
the rite of Mawasibat; but the other rite of Ishtehad, or the 
affirmation by witnesses, was not followed. All that the 
witnesses state is, that the plaintiff, in the presence of the 

. vendors and vendees, declared that he had the right of pre- 
emption, and asked them to accept the money and cancel the 
sale; but he called none to stand witness to his declaration by 
repeating the technical words, “ O ye bear witness.” It is not 
endugh that the declaration was made in the presence of persons 
who accompanied the pltintiff to the spot where the sale had 
taken place, byt he must call some of them by word of mouth, 
and use the aforesaid technical words. As this has not been 
done by the plaintiff, his claim therefore falls to the ground.” 


* Special Appeal, No. 166 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Principal 
Sudder Ameen of Shahabad, affiming a decree of the Moonsiff of Shaseram in that 
distrist, .. 
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The plaintiff appealed. 1868 


Prozas Sixe 
Baboo Chandra Madhab Ghose (with him Baboo Hem Chandra Toaaswan 
Banerjee) for appellant.—The facts deposed to by the witnesses B» 
and not disbelieved by the lower Appellate Court, are sufficient 
to constitute a legal and valid performance of both the ceremonies 
of Talab Mawasibat and Ishtehad. Whén all the formalities 
sanctioned by law have been duly complied with by the pre- 
emptor, it matters little in what manner he proves the assertion 
of his right (1). All that the Mohammedan law enjoins is, 
that the right of pre-emption is to be asserted in the presence 
of witnesses, who are merely required to bear testimony to the 3 
fact. It is nowhere positively laid down, as held by the 
Principal Sudder Ameen, that, in the observance of the rite of ` 
Ishtehad, the use of the technical words, “ O ye bear witness,” 
is so essential as wholly to invalidate the claim of the plaintiff, 
merely because those words were not formally repeated. 


Baboo Krishna Sakha Mookerjee for respondent.—The right 
of pre-emption is a peculiar custom, and a peculiar mode of 
proof in the assertion of that right is prescribed by the Moham- 
medan law to make it valid. It has always been held, that 
this right is so weak in its nature, that it is not even favoured 
by Mohammedan lawyers themselves, and Courts would not 
lend their assistance to enforce it, unless all the preliminary 
formalities, which, the law enjoins, however trivial they might 
appear, are strictly complied with. To make the observance of 
the rite of Ishtehad complete, it is indispensably necessary that 
there should be an express invocation of witnesses by means of 
those technical words, when the pre-emptor declares hia right 
at the time of sale of the property in dispute. But it is not 
denied that those words were not used by the plaintif. Hence 
one of the essential requisites in the declaration of the right of 
pre-emption is wanting ; and the suit of the plainjiff has, therefore, 
been rightly dismissed by the lower Courts. Iswar Chunder 
Shaha v. Mirza Nisar Hossein (2). 


(1) 3 Hedaya, 571. (2) W. B., (Jan, to July 1864), 351. 
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1868 The judgment of the Court was delivered by 
Proxas Sing i 
Joarewan JACESON, J.—In this case, which we have taken time to 


Sixx, consider, it now appears to us that the judgment of the lower 
‘Appellate Court must be affirmed. ' ` 

It was found, as a fact, that no express invocation of witnesses, 
such as is contemplated in the term Jshichad had taken place, 
but that certain persons who had accompanied the pre-emptor, 
apparently for the purpose of carrying the money, which he 
intended to offer as the price of the property sold, were casual 
witnesses of what took place. 

In the decision of the Full Bench, in the case of Fakir 
Rawot v. Sheikh Emambaksh (1), it was observed, that the right ` 

* of pre-emption as created by the Mohammedan law, or established 
by custom in certain parts of India, amongst pereons not 
Mohammedans, is a right, weak in its nature, and which cannot 

- be enforced except upon compliance with all the formalities 
which are prescribed. 

It is quite clear that the particular formality of Ishtehad 
was not observed in the present case, and if we were to admit, 
in lieu of that formality, something which the plaintiff might 
choose to consider tantamount to it, we should be opening the 
door.to serious laxities, or carrying the law of pre-emption further 
than it has been yet carried, or than probably its originators 
contemplated. 

We think, therefore, that the decision of the lower Appellato 
Court must be affirmed, and the special appeal dismissed with 
costs, 


(1) No, 1116 of 1861 ; 28th Sept, 1863. 
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~ Before Mr. Justice Bayley, Mr. Justice Norman, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, 
Mr. Justice Phear, Mr. Justice E. Jackson, Mr. Justice Glover, 
and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


KHETRAMANT DASI v. KASHINATH DAS.* 
Son's Widow—Maintenance by Father-in-law. 


A Hindu dicd possessed of no property, but leaving a widow. On his death 

-Blc left the house of hor father-in-law, and went to reside at her father’s house. Her 

fathor-in-law was not possessed of any ancestral property. Held, that she could not 
suc her father-in-law for a sum of money on account of maintenance. 


Tue plaintiff in this suit alleged that, in the year 1260 
(1853), she was married to Darpanarayan Das, deceased, the 
youngest son of the defendant, her father-in-law ; ‘that, subse- 
quently, her husband departed this life on the 13th Aswin 1266, 
(September 1859); and that after this, she began to receive at 


the hands of the defendant and of his wife and daughters ` 


various ill-treatments and reproaches, so much so, that unable 
to stay in their house any longer, she went to reside at her 
father’s house; that she more than once sent word to her 
father-in-law, asking him to settle on her, according to his 
circumstances in life, a certain sum for her maintenance and for 
the performance of her religious rites; but that her request 
was not complied with by him. She claimed to recover 
Rs. 2,485, on account of the arrears of her maintenance allow- 
auce, and the charge for the performance of her religious rites, 
for a period of five years and eleven months, at the rate of Rs. 35 
per mensem (namely Rs. 25 on account of maintenanee, and 


e 

* Appeal, No. 21 of 1868, under section 15 of the Lettors Patont of 1865, 
for the High Conrt at Fort William in Bengal, fiom ajudgm@nt of a Full Bonch, 
consisting of Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Loch, Mr. Justice 
Komp, and Mr. Justico Macpherson, dated the 31st March 1868, in a reference to 
a Full Bench by Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justico Scton-Kair, in Regular 
Appeal, No. 308 of 1866, from a decreo of the Principal Sudder Ameon of tho 
24-Pergunnas, 
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Rs. 10 for religious rites). She also prayed the Court to make 


Knxrrasant an order for the receipt by her in future of a similar monthly 


Dast ~ 
v. 
KASHINATH 


sum of Rs. 35, from the defendant and his estate. 

The defendant raised the following defence : 

“That the claim of the plaintiff was wholly unjust and 
unreasonable, and that he (the defendant) was not legally liable 
to her for any thing; that neither he nor any member of his 
family had ever ill-treated the plaintiff, or put her to any sort 
of inconvenience; that the age of the plaintiff at the time of 
her marriage with the defendant’s son was only five years, and 
since the celebration of that event, she had been to his house 
only on two occasions up to this time—she came once on the day 
of his son’s death .to perform his funeral obsequies, and again 
on the day of his sradh, to perform that ceremony; that, 
excepting on these two occasions, the plaintiff never came to the 
defendant’s house even for a day, though he repeatedly requested 
her to do so; that neither the Hindu Shastras, nor the 
prevalent practice of the country, would warrant the Court in 
entertaining this claim of the plaintiff against the defendant, 
especially when she had, without his consent, and in disregard 
of his orders, neglected to render him the service due to his old 
age, and chosen to take up her abode under another’s roof, he 
was by no means bound to make her any cash payment for her 
maintenance; that the defendant was not a wealthy person; 
that he received no property in the shape of heritage; and that 
it was only from the earnings of a laborious service that he was 
able to give a somewhat decent support to his family, &c. But 
that, as he had now become incapacitated for further service, 
he was obliged to place his sole dependence upon a pension of 
Rs. 65-4 per mensem; that considering the circumstances of 
the defendant and of the plaintiff, a monthly sum of Rs. 3 
ought to be deemed a sufficient maintenance for the latter, but 
that even this amount she could not claim from him or make 
him liable for, and that the plaintiff's claim for arrears of main- 
tenance and religious expences was unjust and illegal.” 

The following issues were fixed by the Principal Sudder 
Ameen: 

1. “ Whether the plaintiff is legally entitled to maintenance 
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from the defendant, her father-in-law ; if so, at what rate, and 1868 
under what conditions, if any ?” pa Sail 
2. ‘ Whether she is entitled to recover the arrears of the main- v 


tenance charge to be fixed by the Court; if so, from what date?” Facets 


The Principal Sudder Ameen held, that “ the father-in-law of 
the plaintiff was legally bound to maintain her according to the 
Hindu law. Since she is admittedly a chaste woman, and 
lives virtuously, she is legally entitled to maintenance from her 
father-in-law ; as to her living either in the house of her parents 
or her father-in-law, she can elect; but she has a just cause 
not to live with her father-in-law.” The Principal Sudder Ameen 
fixed the amount for maintenance at Rs. 8, and Rs. 2 for religious 
expences, from the time when this suit was instituted; the only 
condition to be attached to these allowances was that of chastity. 

Against this decision, the defendant appealed to the High Court. 

The case was argued on 3lst March 1867, before Norman 
and Seton-Karr, JJ., by whom the following question was 
referred for the opinion of a Full Bench : 

* Can the widow of a Hindu refusing to live in the house 
of her father-in-law, maintain a suit against him for a pecuniary 
allowance by way of maintenance ?” 


The question was referred with the following remarks by 


Norman, J.—We are disposed to think the widow of a 
Hindu refusing to live in the house of her father-in-law cannot 
maintain any suit against him for a pecuniary allowance by way 
of maintenance. Thecase of Rajumani Dasi v. Sibchandra 
Mullick (1), in which this point was decided, is, however, at 
variance with two decisions of this Court, namely, In re Ramdhan 
Bhattacharji (2) and a case lately decided by Mr. Justice Kemp, 
and perhaps one or two other cases. We think the point should 
be argued before a Full Bench. S 

The case, accordingly, came on before a Full Bench consisting 
of Peacock, C. J., and Loon, KEMP, and MACPHERSON, JJ., 
who delivered the following opinions: 


Loon, J. After stating the facts). It has been contended 
before us, that, under the Hindu law, a party is not bound to 


(1) 2 Hyde, 103, (2) S. D. R, (1852), 796, . 
è 
4—0 


aN Ben, Law Reiro 
ie: ið Jan., 186% 


f 


18 HIGH OOURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


18683 support his son’s widow; that though there be moral obligations 
Emina raa upon him to do s0, it is not a right which can be enforced by 
v. law; that even if the Court hold that the widow has a right to 
KastXATH- maintenance, the plaintiff is not entitled to recover it, because 
she does not reside with her husband’s family, but lives with her 

own father. 
Looking at the current of decisions passed since 1820, I think 
it now too late, for the defendant, to contend that the widow of 
a son living with her deceased husband’s family is not entitled 
: to maintenance, her right to which she may enforce by suit in 
Court. The decision in Rajumani Dasi v. Sibehandra Mullick (1) 
has been quoted in support of the allegation that maintenance to 
the sou’s widow is only a moral obligation on the father-in-law, 
not enforcible by law; and we find the learned Judge (Norman, 
C. J.,) in that case lays down that, “according to Hindu law, 
probably the plaintiff should be maintained in the house of 
‘her father-in-law, who ought to find her food and raiment. 
But when the father and the son are not joint in estate, the 
maintenance of the son’s widow appears to be a mere moral duty 
in her father-in-law, to the performance of which he is not com- 
. pellable by law. The absolute power of a father as master and 
head of the family over property acquired by himself, his right 
to distribute it at his pleasure, and to keep and reserve what 
he thinks fit for himself, is asserted in the most distinct manner 
in numerous texts.—Colebrooke’s Digest, Book V., Chapter I., 
Section II, Art. XXIII, XXIV., XXV., XXVI., ond 
Chapter II., Art. LXXVII. In the introduction to Art. 
LXXVII, the commentator, Jagannatha, treats the main- 
tenance of a family out of a man’s own wealth as preceptive 
merely; and says, that a father slighting such precepts commits 
a moral offence, but incurs no civil penalty (2). A son’s widow 
cannot have larger legnl rights against her father-in-law than her 
husband would have haé@ if alive, and such husband could not 
have compelled hjs father to give him any share of his property.” 
The words quoted by the learned Judge from page 238 of 
Colebrooke’s Digest (Madras Edition, Vol. II.,) “that a father 
slighting such precepts commits a moral offence, but incurs 
no civil penalty,” relate, aa will be seen by a reference to 
(1) 2 Hyde, 103. (2) See 2 Col. Dig., Madras Ed., 238 ; 

. & Vol. 8, London Ed., “ee 3. 
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the passage itself, to an improper partition of his property °° 
by a father, and not to the maintenance of his family. Thot sianar 
passage runs thus: “ A father has dominion over property EA 
acquired by himself: should he give no share to any son Das. 
though guilty of no offence, and give a share to one guilty 

of offences, who shall punish him? It cannot be affirmed that 

under the authority of the texts cited from Katyayana and Bau- 
dhayana, the king may punish such a father. The law propounds 

the moral offence committed by a father slighting such precepts, 

but ordains no fine like the giver of gold to an improper object 
thereby committing an offence, but incurring no civil penalty.” The 
passage in Colebrooke’s Digest, Vol. III., London Edition, p. 4, 

runs thus: “ For example, equal partition may be considered as 
pteceptive, like the maintenance of the family, out of a man’s own 
wealth. Thus the support of a married daughter residing in ~ 
her father’s house (for so the term is explained by Vijnaneswara) - s 
is approved by Yajnavalkya (LXXVII), although she have no 

title of the estate; and there is no difference, so far as the proof 

of property is concerned, between the enjoyment of a maintenance 

and the receipt of ashare” (1). The duty of maintaining one’s 

family is, however, clearly laid down in the Dayabhaga, Chapter II., 
Section XXIII., in these words: “The maintenance of the 

family is an indispensable obligation, as Manu positively declares.” 

Sir Thomas Strange in his work on Hindu Law, Vol. I., page 67, 

says: “ Maintenance by a man of his dependants is, with the 
Hindus, a primary duty. They hold that he must be just, before 

he is generous, his charity beginning at home; and that even 
sacrifice is mockery, if to the injury of those whom he is bound 

to maintain. Nor of his duty in this respect are his children 

the only objects, co-extensive as it is with his family: whatever be 

its composition, as consisting of other relations and connexione, in- 
cluding (it may be) illegitimate offspring. It extends according 

to Manu and Yajnavalkya to the outcast, if not to the adulterous 

wife; not to mention such as are excluded frorf the inheritance, 
whether through their fault, or their misfortune; all being 
entitled to be maintained with food and raiment.” ° 


In Book V., Chapter VIII., Section I, Art. CCCXCIX 





(1) 2 Col. Dig., Madras Ed., 239. 
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1868 of Colebrooke’s Digest, we have a quotation from Vrihaspati, 
Bieren laying down the duties of a widow, the last clause of which 
v. sets forth: “With food consecrated to the gods and the 

TAAT Manes, let her honor paternal uncles, spiritual parents, daughter’s 
sons, the offspring ef her husband’s sistere, and his maternal 
uncles, learned men, unprotected persons, guests, and females 
of the family” (1). The comment on the words “ females of 
the family” is “the widows of her husband’s sons and the 
rest;” daughters of ber husband’s sisters, if destitute of 
protectors, are included under the term “ unprotected persons;”— 
the support of them is only necessary if they be so circum- 
stanced. Further on, the commentator observes, “ consequently 
she, whose husband is deceased, should support in proportion 
to her ability the same persons, and do the same acts, in the 
same manner in which her husband, when living, supported 
those persons and did those acts.” It is clear, therefore, from ` 
the above comment, that the widow, if she have means, is 
bound to support the widows of her husband’s sons, because 
he was bound to do so, they being members of his family, 

The duty of providing maintenance for a son’s widow rests, - 
it appears to me, on the position to which a Hindu female takes 
upon marriage. Though not so entirely separated from her own 
family, as to be debarred from inheriting paternal* property 
when there is no maiden sister, she is, in all other respects, 
considered a member of the family into which she has married, 
and no longer a member of her own family; and on the death of 
her husband, she is bound by law to remain in her husband’s 
family under the protection of his kindred, and must, under 
such circumstances, if there be ancestral property, be supported 
by them. We find in Section 2, para. 3; of the Dayakrama 
Sangraha, the following passage from Katyayana: “ Let the 
childless widow preserving unsullied the bed of her lord, 
and abiding with her venerable protector, enjoy with modera- 
tion the propertyeuntil her death;” and in the 4th paragraph is 
a comment on the words, “venerable protector,” that is, 
* having settled with her father-in-law in her husband’s family, 
let her so long as she lives enjoy her husband’s estate.” This 
passage clearly shows, that the widow is to live with her husband’s 
(1) 2 Col. Dig, Madras Ed,, 523; & Vol. 8, London Ed., 458. 
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family -after his death, In Book V., Chapter TX., Section I, 1868 * 
Art. CCCCLXXXI., of Colebrooke’s Digest, is the following Kustrasawr 
passage from Katyayana: “If suitable food, apparel, and re 
habitation cease to be provided fora wife, she may, by force, ace ae 
take her own property and a just allotment for such a provision ; 

or she may, ¿f he die, take it from his heir ” (1), and the comment 

on this, is: “ But others consider this text as relating to widows, 
consequently if brothers-in-law and the rest do not give suitakle 

food and apparel to the widow of their brothers, she may claim 

her just allotment from her husband’s brethren.” In Book IV., 

Chapter I., Section I., Art. XIII., of Colebrooke’s Digest, 

are the following texts from Narada: “ After the death 

of her husband, the nearest kinsman on his side has authority 

over a woman who has no son; in regard to the expen- 

diture of wealth, the government of herself, and her mainte- 

nance, he has full dominion. If the husband’s family be extinct, d 
or the kinsman be unmanly, or destitute of means to support 

her, or if there be no Sapindas, a kinsman on the father’s side 

shall have authority over the woman ” (2); and the comment'on 

this passageis: “ ‘Kinsman on the husband’s side;’ of his father’s 

or mother’s race in the order of proximity. ‘ Maintenance’ means 
subsistence. Thus, without his consent, she may not give 

away anything to any person, nor indulge herself in matters of 

shape, taste, smell, or the like, and if the means of subsistence 

be wanting, he must provide her maintenance. But if the 

kinsman be unmanly (deficient in manly capacity to discrimi- 

nate right from wrong) or destitute of means to support her, 

if there be no such person able to provide the means of subsist- 

ence, or if there be no Sapindus, then any how, determining 

from her own judgment on the means of preserving life and 

duty, let her announce her affinity in this mode: ‘Iam the 

wife of such a man’s uncle;’ and if that be ineffectual, let her 

revert to her father’s kindred ; or in failure of this, recourse may 

be had even to her mother’s kindred.” In Book Ji, Chapter II., 

Section II., Art. CXXII., of Colebrooke’s Digest, we have the 

following texts and comments: “She who is deprived of her 

husband should not reside apart from her father, mother, son, or 

brother, from her husband’s father or mother, or from her matemnal 

(1) 2 Col, Dig., Madras Ed., 599, (2) Jb, 111 & 112, 
e 


22 
1868 
DASI 
v 


KASHINATH 
Das. 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


uncles; else she becomes infamous” (1). The comment upon this is: 
KHETRAMANI ¢¢ 


She also whose husband resides abroad, should, if possible, take 
the protection of those persons ; if she be also deprived of her sons 
and the rest. She must not recur to her father’s family while 
there are kinsmen of her lord, for this text is referable to 
women whose husbands have deceased ; yet it may be also admit- 
ted under this head (women whose husbands are absent); for 
ske whose husband resides abroad has no companion, and it is 
necessary that her conduct should be guarded; but the person 
who shall have authority over a widow is appointed by law, 
the person who shall have authority over the wife of a man 
residing abroad, should, in the first instance, be selected by her 
lord, in failure of that, he is appointed by the law. This 
distinction should be maintained.” $ 

The passages quoted from the text writers on Hindu law 
and the commentators, appear sufficient to establish this fact, 
that the maintenance of a Hindu widow is not merely a moral 
obligation, but a charge on inheritance. Under the Hindu law, 


inheritance carries with it the obligation of maintaining the. 
dependant members of the family, who cannot take a share ; and - 


in this category, it appears to me the son’s widow, as well as 
the widow of the proprietor, falls. Baboo Shama Charan Sircar 
enumerates the son’s widow among the dependant females, 
though he does not quote any text directly in support of it (2) 
[see Book V., Chapter VIIL, Section I., Art. COCXCIX., of 
Colebrooke’s Digest, quoted previously], but in Book IV., 
Chapter I., Section IL, Art. XXXIX., of Colebrooke’s Digest, 
we have a passage which, with the comment, explains who are 
the female relations of a family entitled to maintenance: “ Where 
female relations are made miserable, the family of him who makes 
them so, very soon wholly perishes” (3). The comment is: 
«<female relations,’ the women of a family, as sister, son’s or 
nephew’s wife, and the ‘rest; ‘Are made miserable,’ are made 
wretched from the want of maintenance, or the like;” that this 
obligation is binding on ihe members of her husband’s family 
under whose protection and authority a widow should live under 
ordinary circumstances, 
fi) 2 Col. Dig., Madras Ed., 152, (8) 2 Col. Dig., Madras Ed., 122. 
{2) Vyay. Darp,, 2nd Ed., 370 
° 
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Some of the following precedents from Sir W. Macnaghten’s 1868 
Hindu Law, and the judgment of the late Sudder Dewany Kuerramanx 
Adawlut, more immediately bear on the present case, showing Dasi 
the rights of a son’s widow to be supported by her husband’s Kasar 
father and his family, and to what extent, and in what shape 
maintenance is to be given her. I exclude all cases coming : 
from. that part of the country where the Mitakshara law 
prevails, for under that law, a son as soon as he is born, has 
a share in the ancestral estate with his father, and by virtue 
of that right his widow is entitled to maintenance when the 
family is joint, and she could, without doubt, enforce her right 
by law. Mussamut Bhilu v. Phul Chand (1). A case is reported 
at pages 104-106 of Macnaghten’s Hindu Law, Vol. II., Chapter 
« Son’s Widows,” Case II., in which it was held, that the brother’s 

_ sons haying succeeded to their uncle’s estate, were bound to provide 
proper maintenance for the widow of his son, who had died before : 
his father. In Case IV. of the same Vol., page 106, where the 
son B died before his father, and on the death of the father, 

_ the property devolved on his other sons, C and D, it was held, ca 
that the widow of B, though she could not succeed to a share 
in the property, was entitled to receive maintenance. Case 8 
in the Chapter on Maintenance, is a case in point, and there it is 
ruled that though the widow of a person who had predeceased 
his father, was not entitled to claim any share of the ancestral 
property, or of the acquisition made by the brothors of her 
husband, yet she must be maintained by the heirs and represen- 
tatives of her father-in-law (2). The inference to be drawn from 
this case is clearly this: that so long-as her father-in-law was 
alive, he was bound to maintain the widow of his son, a duty 
which devolved on his heirs and representatives at his death. 

Case XI., page 119 of the same Vol., is as follows: “A son dying 
before his father, his widow living virtuously and obediently to 
her husband’s family, is entitled to obtaih maintenance from her 
father-in-law, or other successor to his propemy; but if her 
husband have received his share from his father and been 
separated from him, she cannot, in that case, claim maintenance 
as against him or his heir.” In Rai Sham Ballabh v. Prankrishna 


(1) 8 Sel S. D. R, 223. (2) 2 Mac, E. Ly 116 & 117. 7 
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1868 Ghose (1), it was held, that the widow of a son who died 
Tremaria before bis father, was entitled to food and raiment only; but in 
yi the case of Mussamut Bhilu v. Phul Chand (2) the Court 
Kanrar held, that the amount of maintenance which a widow was entitled 
to receive was to be calculated with reference to the circum- 
stance of the family ; and in this case, the Court awarded Rs. 20 
monthly. In the case of Mussamut Hemlata Chowdrain (3) it was 
held, that plaintiff, a Hindu widow, was notentitled to a share in the 
estate, as her husband died before his father, but she was entitled 
to maintenance only, for which she was left to bring a suit. In the 
case of Ujjalmani v. Jaygopal Chowdry (4)the Court held, that the 
plaintiff being the widow of a brother, who died before his father, 
was entitled to maintenance from her legal guardians, the 
members of her husband’s family ; ; but that if she voluntarily 
withdrew from their protection, she forfeited all claims upon 
$ them, and the case was dismissed, as the separation was the 
sole act of the widow. The next case is Harasundari Gupta v. 
Nabagobind Sen (5). In this case the right to receive maintenance _ 
was not disputed. The question before the Court related to 
2 the amount of maintenance, and the Court held, that under 
the circumstances of the family, the plaintiff was entitled to 
receive Rs. 10 monthly, conditional on her return to her hus- 
band’s family. The report does not state whether the husband 
had predeceased his father, but as it is a Bengal case, there can 
be little doubt, that he had; for had it been otherwise, the widow 
would not have required maintenance, but would have succeeded 
to her husband’s share of the ancestral property. The plaintiff 
.. had been receiving for some time Rs. 2 a month, with food 
and clothes, and the Court held, that if less were offered to her 
than she had a right to expect, she did not forfeit her right to 
maintenance by leaving her husband’s house, and seeking shelter 
under the roof of her parents. The next case, Ramdhan Bhatta- 
charji (6), is mentioned ‘in the order of reference. The Court 
there held, that according to the provisions of the Hindu law 
and the precedents of the Court, a widow was entitled to main- 


Q) 3 SoL S. D. B., 83. (4) S. D. R. (1848), 491. 
(2) 3 Sel. S. D. R., 223. (5) 8. D. R. (1850), 422. 
(8) 4 Bel S. D. B., 19. (6) S. D. R. (14852), 796. 
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tenance from the heir of the family, the defendant in the case. 1868 
being the father-in-law; and it was held, that as plaintiff had Eerranan 
been expelled from the defendant’s, her father-in-law’s, house, she v. 

had not forfeited her right to maintenance, as her seeking shelter “*suxaTa 
in her father’s house was not a voluntary act. One other case it 
may be as well to notice—Shamasundari Debi v. Ahalya Bai 
? Debi (1)—in which it was held, that as ill-usage on the part of the 
deceased husband’s brother was proved, the widow had not for- 
feited her right to maintenance by living with her husband’s 
nephew. In the case of Sibasundari Dasi (2) where three res- 
pectableHindus awarded Rs. 12 a month as a sufficient allowance 
with apartments in the family house and food, it was held, that 
food and ‘raiment was too vague and ambiguous an expression, 
and the master was directed to enquire whether the amount 
- offered was just and proper with reference to her situation 

-in life. 

From the texts and cases quoted shove: the following points 
appear to be determined: That the maintenance of the dependant 
members of a family, among whom Baboo Shama Charan Sircar 
inthe Vyavastha Darpana, enumerates the son’s widow,is a charge 
on the inheritance; that a widow is under the guardianship of 
her husband’s relations; that her father-in-law, or his heirs and 
representatives are bound to maintain her in a manner suitable 
to the circumstances of the family, so long as she continues to 
live under their protection ; and that she does not forfeit her right 
to maintenance if expelled from or compelled by ill-usage, or 
want of suitable maintenance, to leave her husband’s house and 
to dwell with her parents ; that if her husband’s family be unable .' 
from want of means to support her, she may resort for support 
to her father’s family; and that maintenance consists not merely 
of food and clothes, but may take the form of a grant of land 
or of a money-allowance, the amount to be regulated according 
to the circumstances of the family. 

The remaining point to be considered is, whether a widow who 
voluntarily leaves her husband’s house and lives ae does 
or does not forfeit her right to maintenance. 


C) S. D. R., (1858), 1220. (2) 2 Tay. & Bell, 190-191. 
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It has been ruled in a decision, Khudeemani Debia v. Tara- 


Bremana chand Chuckerbutty (1), of a Division Bench of this Court, that, 


v. 
KASHINATH 
Das. 


according to Hindu law, a son’s widow is entitled to maintenance, 
so long as she loads a chaste life, whether she elects to live with 
her father-in-law or with her own relatives; and the ruling in 


BEN. Law REP 
AnA 186 


this case has been followed in Ahalya Bai Debia v. Lakhimani. 


Debia (2);-and on reference to page 384, Vyavastha Darpana 
(second edition), we find a judgment of the late Supreme Court 
in the case of Jadumani Dasi, pronounced by Peel, C. J., in 
which it was held, that a childless Hindu widow, who, after the 


- death of her husband, uncompelled by cruelty or ill-usage, left 


the house of the family of her deceased husband, to dwell at 
first in the house of her own father, and subsequently with her 
aunt living with her own relations, the residence being in all 
respects a proper one, and her conduct being unimpeachable, 


did not forfeit her right to maintenance out of the property’ 


which tvas that of her deceased husband in his life-time, and 
which had devolved on his heirs. In his judgment, the Chief 
Justice quoted a passage from the judgment of the Privy 
Council: “The Privy Council has, on the subject of the 
right of Hindu widow to return to the home of her parents, 
laid down a broad rule upon which it is not desirable to 
infringe. That Court says, ‘it -was not pretended that she 
had withdrawn herself for unchaste purposes. She was only 
fourteen at the death of her husband; his brothers were 
young men, and she thought it more prudent and decorous to 
retire from their protection and live with her mother and her 
family, after her husband’s death; therefore it appears quite clear 
from the answers given by the Pandits, that she did not forfeit 
the rights of succession to the husband’s estate on account of re- 
moving from the brothers of her late husband; that they had no 
right to insist on her not withdrawing herself from them in 
order to put herself under her mother’s protection.’ The decisions 
of that Court must, of course, give the law to all Courts here.” 
In the passage quoted from the judgment of the Privy Council, 
it is apparent that the widow was evidently an heiress, and 
as such could not be deprived of her rights to succeed to 
(1) 2 W. R., 134. (2) 6 W. R, 3% 
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the property of her husband. The Chief Justice goes on to say: 18868 
« The answer of the Pandits which the Privy Council adopts, Kunrrasanr 
is that ‘if a widow from any other cause but unchaste pur- Das i 
poses ceased to reside in the husband’s family and took up es 
her abode in her parents’ family, her rights would not be for- 
feited.’ This was followed in the Sudder Dewany in the case 
of a Hindu widow and heiress. It is to be observed, however, 
thatin the subsequent case of Harasundari Gupta v. Nabagobind 
Sen(1), the case was considered by the dissentient Judge as one of 
doubtful authority, and the Court was of opinion that she did not 
forfeit her right by leaving the husband’s house, and seeking - 
shelter under the roof of her own parents, on an offer of an in- 
sufficient maintenance. In the case where the forfeiture was 
declared, the Judges who gave the decision observed, that the 
deceased husband had never owned the property, and that it was 
‘a mere case of maintenance. We do not adopt the distinction, 
but nevertheless we regard the case before the Sudder as differ- 
ent from the present one. Strange, in his book on Hindu Law, 
treats the right to maintenance as a charge on the property in 
the hands of the heir, and it certainly has always been so consi- 
dered in this Court. In the Privy Council, the question was, whe- 
ther the Hindu heiress forfeited her estate by selecting without 
impropriety her father’s roof for her residence. But itis to be 
observed, that the opinion of the Pandits was generally expressed 
as to forfeiture of rights, and the Court expressed, in general 
terms, that the widow had a right under the circumstances to 
select that residence, and could not be compelled to reside under 
the roof of her husband’s family. This freedom of choice had 
respect to causes as applicable to a widow not an heiress, as to 
one who inherited. : 

“ There are certainly texts in the Hindu law, both ancient 
and modern, which speak of the right of the relatives of the 
husband to have the widow resident under their roof in prefer- 
ence to that of her own family. The modegn text.writers do 
not adopt as law all the ancient texts. The question must 
always be, are those positions in their nature capable of being 
applied by a Court of Justice, and how far are they to be 

: (1) 8. D. R. (1850), 422. 
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modified with reference to the altered usages of society, and the 


Kuxrkawanr altered position of things. It is to be observed further, that the 


Dast 
v. 
KASHINATH 
Das, 


ancient text writers do not state, in any case, that maintenance 
is forfeited if the widow inverts the order of residence, and. 
prefers her father’s roof to that of her deceaered husband. Mac- 
naghten, in the passage of his work which is referred to in the 
Sudder, doses not state that the consequence of the non-obser~ 
vance of the rule as to residence is a forfeiture. We have 


examined the texts of the ancient law, and we think they bear ` 


out the opinions of the Pandits in the case. before the Privy 
Council. The text says as to maintenance, forfeiture is incur- 
red by unchaste life, but they do not say that it is incurred 
otherwise. There are many duties enjoined to women in the 
text of a moral or religious nature, the violation of which 
would never have involved any forfeiture. Forfeitures are not 
to be extended by construction. The duty to reside with the 
family of the deceased husband is not enjoined for the sake of 
thrift, merely because it may, in that way, be least burdensome to 
maintain the widow (that may be always duly regarded and 
provided for by the exercise of discretion in the amount and 
mode of maintenance), but the foundation of the duty to reside 
is, that she may be safe from being tempted to sin, and so may 


avoid disgracing herself and dishonoring the family. The texts 


speak in condemnation of her resort to ‘ strangers’ for a dwell- 
ing. But the woman is presumably as safe under her own 
father’s or family’s roof as elsewhere; it is no resort to the 
house of strangers, and there is nothing dangerous, immoral, or 
dishonoring in the act. It is not shewn to be in any way abhor- 
rent to the usages and customs of respectable Hindus; on the 
contrary, we believe it to be a common practice not disapproved 
of. The reasons which existed in the olden time for placing 
restraints on females, applied just as much to female heiresses as 
to females entitled to merd maintenance. Nothing can be foupd 
in the old text, which imposes the condition of forfeiture on 
widows and heiresses not acting strictly on the rules as to prefer- 
ential residence. The stronger words have been controlled 
by the Privy Council with a declaration of the widow’s right 
founded on reasons of decorum and propriety, which are applica- 


f 
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ble to all cases alike. The majority of the Court in the case in 
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the Sudder declare the Hindu widow to be always i in ‘a depen- sae 
ASI 


dant state. This view is, however, dissented from by Mr. Welby 
Jackson, with much force of argument and expression. Undoubt- 
edly, such was the ancient status, and, to a limited extent, it is 
true still; but the status of the Hindu female has improved, 
and is improving.” | : 

In Swarnamayi Dasi v. Gopal Lal Doss (1) decided by a 
Division Bench of the High Court (Norman and Kemp, JJ.) 
it was held, that where the maintenance of a Hindu widow was 
not made by her deceased husband dependant on her living 
with his family, she is eo entitled to it, notwithstanding she leave 
the house of his family, and go to that of her father; and in 
the case of Sibasundari Dasi (2) already referred to, it appears 
that she was the widow of Golak Chandra, who died during 
his father’s life-time, and that she voluntarily left the family- 
house, and sued the defendants who were the surviving sons and 
representatives of Rammohan, her father-in-law, for separate 
maintenance; and the Court held, that she was entitled to separate 
maintenance (3). 

These judgments clearly lay down the principle that a widow 
is entitled to maintenance even though she voluntarily leaves 
her husband’s family, and live with her own parents, after her 
husband’s death. These are all Bengal cases, and from the fact 
“that the plaintiff in each sued for maintenance only, instead of 
possession of her husband’s share, it is evident that the husband 
must have predeceased his father. The right of the widow to 
receive maintenance does not appear to have been contested in 
these cases, 

These judgments, however, appear to me to go beyond the 
strict provisions of the Hindu law. They take into consi- 
deration the change which time has effected in the customs 
of the people, and they remove certdin restrictions imposed 
by that law. As the law originally stood, it appears to me 
from some of the texts quoted above, that no separation “was 
ever contemplated, but that the widow entitled to maintenance 
was expected to remain in her husband’s house, and among his 

(1) Mar. Rep., 497. (2) 2 Tay. & Bell, 190, 191. (8) Vyav. Darp. 2nd Ed, 381. 
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relations. It may, however, be said, that the positions of the 
widow. of a proprietor, and that of his son’s widow, are different ; 
and -that the decisions quoted are applicable only to the former; 
that while the support of the widow of the proprietor is obli- 
gatory on the proprietor’s family, the support of his son’s widow 
is not obligatory on the proprietor. It is apparent from the 
cases quoted, that the sons of a proprietor are bound to support 
the widow ofa brother, who had predeceased his father, and that 


she can enforce a right to maintenance from them. On what 


does this right rest? It rests, L apprehend, from their having 
succeeded along with his property to the obligations of their 
father. If he were not bound to maintain his son’s widow, they 
are not bound to maintain their sister-in-law, and yet both texts 
and cases go to the extent of holding that they are. 

There can, I think, be little doubt that one of the reasons 
for requiring the childless widow to live under the imme- 
diate charge of her deceased husband’s relatives, and in his 
house, was the facility of maintaining her. It might prove 
exceedingly inconvenient were a widow voluntarily to leave 
the protection of her husband’s family and insist upon a 
separate maintenance. The circumstances of the family might 


be such that, though willing to support her if she lived with 


them, they might not be able to afford her a money allowance, or 
to transmit to her articles of food and clothing. The principal 
reason, however, why the Hindu law required the widow to 
live with her husband’s relatives appears to have been, that she 


- might be prevented from dishonoring the family by living 


unchastely. There is, however, another reason, namely the 
authority given by the Hindu law to a brother or near relative 
to beget a son on the widow of the deceased, which son would 
be called the wife’s son, and be entitled to receive the divided 
property of the deceased. The custom is, I believe, now obso- 
lete, and reprehended by all classes. In Chapter IX of Manu, 
verse 67, it is «written: “He who was begotten according to 
law on the wife of a man deceased, or impotent or disordered, 
after due authority given to her, is called the lawful son of the 


wife;” and again in verse 146, “ He who keeps the fixed and . 


moveable estate of his deceased brother,. maintains the widow, 
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and raises up a son to that brother, must give to tliat son, at the 1868 
age of fifteen, the whole of his brother’s divided property.” J Knerrawanx 


quote these passages out of several in Manu, relating to the same oa 


subject, which appear to me to give an additional reason why Kasvxata 
the widow was expected to live in the house of her husband’s 
„relations. The permission to procreate a son in this manner did 
not, it must be observed, extend to the twice-born classes. For 
Manu, says in Chapter IX, verses 64-65 : “ By men of twice-born 
classes, no widow or childless wife must be authorized to con- 
ceive by any other than her lord; such a commission to a 
brother or other near kinsman is nowhere mentioned in the 
nuptial texts of the Veda.” 

From all that has been said above, it appears to me that, under 
the Elindu law, as originally promulgated, the rule was that 
the widow should live with, and be supported by, the relatives 
of her deceased husband, so long as she continued to lead a 
chaste life. It does not appear to have been contemplated that 
a widow would ever voluntarily leave her legal protectors while 
they are able to support her; and consequently no provision for 
her maintenance under such circumstances has been declared. 
The absence of such a provision does not, I think, raise the, 
inference thatif the widow left voluntarily she was still entitled 
to maintenance so long as she remained chaste. Judging accord- 
ing to the strict rules of Hindu law, I think the widow would 
not be entitled to maintenance. But there can be no doubt 
that, in the present day, many of these rules are not strictly 
observed, and that the customs of the present time are not in 
strict conformity with the rules as laid down by the old text 
writers; and it may be said, that owing to the effects of educa- 
tion and other causes, this, with many othor rules, has become 
almost obsolete. This may be true as regards the Hindu 
population in and near the Presidency towns, but is hardly true 
of the more distant parts of the country, where old customs still 
prevail, and hence the difficulty of laying dotvn any general ` 
rule which shall be applicable to all parts of the country alike. 
The course of all the more recent decisions has, no doubt, been 
to consider the widow independent as to residence, and entitled 
to maintenance so long as she remains chaste; and we should 
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have no difficulty in applying that rule to the present case, but 


Kumrramanr we cannot say that it is applicable to all cases. 


Dasr 
v. 


If we look only to the: Hindu law, I think that the rule ie, 


ay ins that the widow of a son should remain with the family of her 


husband, and be supported by them; if she leave their protec- 
tion, she is not entitled tọ demand maintenance from them, except 
she be able to show that her departure from the family was occa- 
sioned by the ill-treatment, neglect, or insufficiency of necessary 
support. No doubt, for any of these causes, she might leave the 
house, and be entitled to maintenance from her husband’s family, 
so long asshe continued to lead a chaste life. The decisions quoted 
above, certainly show that in Calcutta and its neighbourhood, 
it is not unusual for Hindu widows to leave the residence of 
their husbands, and to return to that of their own parents or 
relatives; but if we have to decide the question according to that 
of the authoritics on Hindu law, I have no hesitation in saying 
that the widow is bound to remain with her husband’s family; 
and that his father, if living, and the family, if he be deceased, 
are bound so long as she continues chaste to maintain her; and 
that if the family be too poor to provide maintenance, she may 
return to her father’s family ; but if the family be able to support 
her, she can only claim maintenance, if she separate on the 
ground of ill-usage or insufficiency of maintenance or the like; 
where there is ancestral property, there can, I think, be-no doubt 
that the widow is entitled to support, and looking at the obliga- 
tions to support his family which the law imposes on’ every 
Hindu, it appears to me that where the means are self-acquired, 
the father is as much bound to maintain his widowed daughter- 
in-law as if he were in possession of ancestral property. 

The case should, I think, be returned tosthe lower- Court to 
determine whether any sufficient ground for leaving the protec- 
tion of her father-in-law has been made out by-the plaintiff; 
and if this be proved, ‘that the Court award her maintenance 
calculating it aecording to the circumstances of the husband’s 
family. f 


Kemr, J.—I concur generally in the view of Hindu law on 
the subject of maintenance taken by Mr. Justice Loch, but I 
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would not remand this suit, but. dismiss the appeal, as I ‘am of 
opinion that a Hindy widow is-entitled to maintenance so long 
as she leads a chaste life, whether she live with her father or her 
husband’s relations. The maintenance of the female members 
of the family, and amongst them ranks the daughter-in-law, is 
obligatory on a Hindu. The law on the subject has been care- 
fully and very fully stated by Mr. Justice Loch, and I have 
nothing to add to his remarks. 


Psacocn, C. J.—The question referred for the decision of a 
Full Bench is, whether the widow of a Hindu refusing to live 
in the house of her father-in-law, can maintain a suit against 
him for a pecuniary allowance by way of maintenance. 

In the present case, the plaintiff left the house of her father- 
in-law, and went to reside with her own father, and she alleged 
that she was driven to do so by ill-usage on the part of her 
father-in-law. There is no allegation in the plaint that the 
defendant has any ancestral property, or any property upon 
which the plaintiff’s maintenance is a charge. 


Two questions seem to arise out of the point submitted for 
the opiniqn of the Full Bench, viz.: lst, whether the widow of a 
Hindu, refusing to live in the house of her father-in-law, can 
sue him for a pecuniary allowance by way of maintenance if 
she leave his house without reasonable cause; and, 2ndly, is she 
entitled to maintenance, if she leave on account of ill-usage or 
other reasonable cause. In the case cited, Khudeemanit Debia 
v. Tarachand Chuckerbutty (1), it was held, that a daughter-in- 
law has a right io maintenance from her father-in-law so long 
as she is chaste, whether she continues to live with him or 
not; and Mr. Justice Kemp is still of that opinion. It 
appears to me, however, that according to, the law as admi- 
nistered in Lower Bengal, a daughter-in-law has not, in 
either case, a legal ground of action to recover maintenance 
against her father-in-law. The rights of a wife or of a widow 
and those of a son’s widow to maintenance, appear to me to be 
governed by very different principles. A son’s widow has not 


(1) 2 W. R, 134, 
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the same legal rights against her father-in-law as a wife has 


ia yer against her husband, or as a widow has against the heirs of her 
ae 
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husband who take his estate by inheritance. The father is not 
heir to his son in preference to the son’s widow. A son’s 
widow has no right in her father-in-law’s estate, and upon 
partition of such estate, she is not, like a daughter, entitled to a 
share, even though the estate was ancestral. 

The rule laid down in Rajumani Dasi and Sibchandra 
Mullich (1), viz., that the maintenance of a son’s widow is a 
mere moral duty on the part of her father-in-law, and that the 
case is distinguishable from those in which an heir takes property 
subject to the obligation of maintaining persons who are excluded 
from inheritance, or those whom the deceased proprietor was 
morally bound to maintain, appears to me to be correct. The 
obligation of an heir to provide out of the estate which descends 
to him maintenance for certain persons whom the ancestor 
was legally or morally bound to maintain, is a legal as well as a 
moral obligation, for the estate is inherited subject tothe obligation 
of providing such maintenance. A son who takes his father’s 
estate by inheritance, is bound to provide maintenance for his 
father’s widow. The obligation is a charge upon the estate 
which continues as long as the widow remains chaste, whether 
she continue to live in the family of the heirs or not. 

I apprehend that a son’s widow has no greater right to sue 
her father-in-law for maintenance after her husband’s death, than 
she would have in her husband’s lifetime, if he were unable to 
maintain her; if there is a legal obligation, does it extend to 
every widow whom every son (however numerous the family) 
may leave without a sufficient provision for her maintenance ? 
Does it extend to cases in which the marriages are contracted 
after the sons are of mature age, and ‘whilst they- are living 
separate? If not, to what extent is the rule limited by the 
Hindu law? | : 

I have looked @arefully into the authorities, and cannot find 
any thing to satisfy me that a son’s widow is entitled to sue to 
compel her father-in-law to maintain her where he has no ances- 


=.. (1) 2 Hyde, 103. 
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tral property, and nothing beyond his separate estate which has 1868 
been acquired by himself. Some of the books speak of the sat etd 
husband’s relations generally, but I apprehend that a brother” v. 
or other distant relation cannot be legally, although he may be ee 
morally, bound to support all the widows of all his brothers, or 
other near relations, who have no means of subsistence, unless 
he takes some property which renders him liable to the charge. 

The dependant members referred to in the Vyavastha Darpana, 
and who are spoken of as being entitled to maintenance, are said 
to “have claims to be maintained out of the late proprietor’s 
estate” (1). - 

If a son takes his father’s estate, or a widow her husband’s 
estate, by inheritance, it is only reasonable that they should 
be held legally liable -to do what the father or husband was 
morally liable to do, and which it is to be presumed he would 
have done out of the estate if he had lived; but I am not sure 
that evon, in such cases, the legal liability is carried to that 
extent. In Ramdhan Bhattacharji (2), it was said, that the 
father-in-law was bound to maintain the widow of his eldest son, 
as “according to Hindu law, and the precedents of the 
Court,. the widow is entitled to -maintenance from the heir 
of the family.” The father was not the heir of his son during 
the widow’s life, and the case seems to have confounded 
the case of a widow seeking for maintenance from the son as 
heir of her husband, or to have referred to the father as the heir 
of the family in respect of ancestral estate. The maintenance 
of a widow being a moral obligation on the late proprietor, the 
son who inherits takes the estate not for his own benefit, but for 
the spiritual benefit of the late proprietor, and he ought to 
perform the obligation of maintaining the widow. If the 
father-in-law is legally responsible for the maintenance of his 
daughter-in-law, where is the legal, obligation to stop, if he 
dies without leaving property ? 

‘This is not the case of a widow or heiress, sich as are spoken 
of by the Chief Justice, in the case referred to by Mr. Justice 
Loch ;—there is no ancestral property upon which the daughter- 
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(1) Vyav. Daxp., 2nd Ed., 370. | (3) 5. D. R. (1852), 796. 
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1868 in-law has a charge for maintenance. This is not a question of 
Beriini a charge upon inheritance, for the father-in-law is not stated to 
n have inherited anything. - He states that, he is pensioner of 
BAGS Government, with a small pension not more than sufficient to 
maintain himself and his owa family. It is not necessary to 
determine that he is so, but for the sake of argument it may be 
asked, is such a pensioner bound to maintain all the widows of 
all his deceased sons. Is he to save nothing for his own widow, 
lest he should die before her, when his penston would cease. 
According to the decision in Khudeemani Debia'vy. Tarachand 
Chucherbutty (1), the daughter-in-law would be entitled to have 
a part of the pension to be spent by her in her own father’s 
family, though the father might be willing to provide for 
her in his own. Is the father-in-law to send food or money, 
and to what distance is he to send it, if the daughter-in-law 
chooses to live with her own father? If a son and a father 
joint in food and estate should separate, and each take his 
own share of the estate, and the son after partition should 
enter into business, and lose all that he has taken, would the 
father, after the death of the son, be bound to support his widow. 
We must not convert all the moral obligations enjoined by the 
Hindu law into legal liabilities. "We should do much mischief 
by want of care in this respect. 
I am of opinion that, in the present case, the plaintiff has no 
legal right to be maintained by her father-in-law, so long as she 
elects to live with her own father, and that the decree of the , 
lower Court must be reversed with costs, and the plaintiffs suit 
dismissed. 








Maopuerson, J.—I concur with the learned Chief Justice 
in the answer which he proposes to give to the questions referred 
to us in this case. I think that, when a son dies in his father’s 
life-time leaving no estate whatever, his widow has no such 
rights to maintenahce as can be enforced at law. 


As the Judges ‘were equally divided in opinion, the case was 
i decided according to the opinion of the Chief Justice. 
(1) 2 W. R, 184. 
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Khetramani Dasi thereupon appealed under section 15 of the 1868 
Letters Patent. core eae 


v. 
Baboo Annada Prasad Banerjee (with him Baboos Khetra eee aae 

Mohan Mookerjee and Ambika Charan Bose) for appellant.— 
The distinction between a moral and a legal obligation was 
never contemplated by the early Hindn sages and legislators, 
and proof appears in Jimutavahana’s Commentary on the Daya- 
bhaga. But the doctrine of factum valet applies in Bengal 
alone relatively to ancestral property and alienation generally, 
Religion forms an essential ingredient in the constitution of 
Hindu society, and legal and religious or moral precepts are 
inseparably blended, so` that moral precepts are to be regarded 
as equivalent to legal sanctions, The connexion of religious 
sanctions with these precepts, would not make them less a part 
of civil laws enforcible by civil action. Jimutavahana points 
out several precepts which have not the force of legal obliga- 
tion, but the duty of maintaining members of the family is not 
one of them, consequently the texts now under discussion do 
not inculcate a moral duty only. 


The head of a Hindu family possesses patriarchal powers 
and privileges; subordinate members, in consideration of services 
rendered by them to the head and for the common benefit, are 
entitled to his protection and support. The relation between a 
father and son, living in commensality, is one of mutual assistance 
and support. A son, moreover, is the source of his father’s welfare, 
both spiritual and temporal. A father-in-law must maintain 
his son’s widow when the son died in commensality with 
his father, because she is a member of the family of her hus- 
band’s father. 

The’ maintenance of the members of a family is inculcated 
throughout ‘the shastras as “an indispensable obligation” on 
the part of its head. And further, the entire property cannot 
be alienated by gift, &c., for that would interfere with the 
subsistence of the family. The necessity of supporting not 
only the existing, but also the unborn, -members of the 
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1868 family, is a paramount duty. In Colebrooke, Book V., Art. 
Kiem rant 331, it is enjoined that outcasts and their sons, eunuchs, 
v` madmen, and other disqualified persons must be maintained. 
KasmaTt Hyen the widows of these disqualified sons are entitled to 
support. It is clear, therefore, that the claim to maintain 
the widows of sons who were not disqualified and who con- 
tributed their acquisitions to the joint stock, and lived in 
union with their father, stands on a much higher footing. Be- 
sides, by long established custom and usage fully recognised as 
law, a daughter-in-law is regarded as an ** ea»ty corar” 
( Abashya Poshya) i. e., one who ought to be maintained. It 
appears from the whole context of our books, that the Hindu 
legislators provided for the subsistence of the dependent members 
of a family, especially widowed daughters-in-law, whose condition 

is peculiarly helpless. 

The right of a daughter-in-law to support from her father- 
in-law is also founded on principles of justice and equity. 
Marriages are concluded between minors, and fathers take on 

a themselves the responsibility of providing support for their 
sons’ widows, should they be unprovided for. A son living in , 
union with his father has no opportunity of creating separate 
provision for his widow. 

The case would be entirely different, if the son had separated 
from his father while alive. The decision in the case of Raju- 
mani Dasi v. Sibchandra Mullick (1) has, therefore, no bearing 
on the present question, There the son was separate in estate 
from his father during his life-time. This was not so ia the 
present case. 5 

, The whole current of decisions of our Courts are in 

: favor of the proposition that a daughter-in-law is at least 
entitled. to food and raiment from the members of her 
husband’s family. 2 Macnaghten, Cases II., IV., VIIL, IX., 
and XI. (2); Kamalmani Dasi v. Bodhinarayan Mazumdar (3); 
Rai Sham Ballåbh v. Prankrishna Ghose (4); Mussamut Bhilw 


(1) 2 Hydo, 103. , (3) 2 Mackay, 190. 
(2) Pages 104, 111, 116,117, & 119. (4) 3 Sol. S. D. R. 33. 
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v. Phul Chand (1); Mussamut Hemlata (2); Ujjalmani v. 1868 
Jaygopal Chowdry (3); Harasundari Gupta v. Nabagobind cares yee 
Sen (4); In re Ramdhan Bhattacharji (5); Shamasundari v. 
Debi v. Baihant Mani Roy (6); Khudeemani Debi v. Tarachand Kasutati 
Chucherbutty (7); and Shamasundari Debi v. Ahalya Bai 

Debi (8). The general proposition that the ‘maintenance of the 

widow of a deceased son is a legal obligation on-the part of his 

father having been established, the question becomes wholly 
immaterial, whether or not she is bound, under all circumstances, 

and at all cost, to reside in.her father-in-law’s roof, she is 

entitled to maintenance under the Hindu law, provided she 

lives chaste. No imputation has been cast on the- widow’s con- 

duct. The father-in-law is able to provide for her support, 

and if the plaintiff suffered ill-treatment and persecution from 

the members of her husband’s family and compelled her to quit 

his house, no Court of justice, equity, and good conscience could 

hold that she has thereby forfeited her right to maintenance. 


Baboos Kali Mohan Das and Bhairab Chandra Banerjee for 
respondent were not called upon. 


The judgments of the Court were delivered as follows: 


Barter, J. After stating the facts). I would premise 
by stating that I consider that no question comes before us 
now as to whether there was or not any ill-treatment or any 
sufficient cause for the plaintiff to leave her father-in-law’s house, 
and it is further admitted for the purpose of our decision, that 
the plaintiff is the widow of a son who left no estate for his 
surviving father to inherit, and that the widow and not, the 
father would have been the heir to the estate, had the son left 
any. Moreover, this is a case admittedly to be governed by 
the Bengal law, and one of a chaste Hindu widow. 


(1) 8 Sel. S. D. BR, 223 (5) S. D. R. (1852), 796. 
(2) 4 Sel. 8. D. R., 19. (6) S. D. R. (1858), 1220, 
(3) 5. D. R. (1848), 491. (7) 2 WR, 134, 

(4) Ib. (1850), 422. (8) 6 W. B., 37. 
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Baboo Annada Prasad Banerjee has opened his argument in 


mie rn this appeal by urging upon us that the legal, moral, and religious 
AS 
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precepts and customs of Hindu society are so intermixed, that 
it is most difficult to separate the one from the other; and that, 
in fact, where the Hindu legislators have laid down moral pre- 
cepts for observance, those precepts were by the customs and 
religion of the Hindu, binding as legal maxims. Although there 


is, undoubtedly, much truth in that plea, still I believe the dis- ° 


tinction is in fact recognized by the Hindu law itself. 

Passages are to be found in, Colebrooke’s Digest -and in 
Shama Charan Sircar’s compilation of Hindu texts, which show 
a distinction between the moral obligation which involves a 
sin (ortor or waieitet Pap or Mahápáp) to be expiated by 
a religious penance of some kind, in this life, or else by punish- 
ment of hell (ofw Put) after this life, and others where a 
civil remedy or a penalty is indicated. As one instance I 
quote the following words from Book II., Chapter IV., Section 1, 
Art. X., Colebrooke’s Digest (1)—Katyayana says: “ Neither the 
husband, nor the son, nor the father, nor the PEotaces have power 
to use or to alien the legal property of woman.” “If any one, 
shall consume the property of a woman against her consent, ho” 
shall be compelled to pay interest to her, and shall also pay a 
fine to the king.” Baboo Annada Prasad then quotes Art. IX. 
of the same Book and Chapter and Section, and also the notes 
to Art. X., to show that, in these texts, which refer to the prohi- 
bition of giving away property, the one thing to be looked to is 
that the subsistence of the family, which must necessarily be 
maintained, should not be jéopardized by such gift. The pleader 
next quotes the following passages from Manu, Art. XL, and 
Narada, Art. XII. Art. XI. runs thus: “ The ample support of 
those who are entitled to maintenance, is rewarded with bliss in 
heaven, but hell is the portion of that man wliose family is afflicted 
with pain by his neglect, therefore let him maintain his family 
with the utmost*care.” Art. XII. says: “Even they who are 
born or -yet unborn, and they who exist in the womb, require 


(1) Madras Ed., Vol. I., 409; and London Ed., Vol. I., 110. 
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funds for subsistence; the deprivation of the means of sub- 1868 
sietence is reprehended.” But both the texts and the notes Kurrramaxt 
ee y Dast 

here clearly indicate that heaven or hell as the portion of man v. 
in a future state, or moral censure in this life, are alone set een 
forth by the legislators; and these cannot be said to-constitute 
legal penalties or to look to the institution of a ‘suit for 
declaration of the right to maintenance, which a Hindu may 
neglect to provide for his son’s widow. Art. XV. refers mainly 
to the maintenance of a wife (not a son’s widow), and in one 
part of the notes it is stated, “the donor commits a sin and, 
therefore, he should be fined, unless he performs strict expiation.” 
The fining, however, seems to be the lesser and secondary 
penalty looked to, and the- religious expiation by penance, the 
primary one. Further, Art. CCCXX XI. of Book V. of 
Colebrooke’s Digest is cited by Baboo Annada Prasad, in 
support of his case. That text lays down that outcasts and 
their sons, eunuchs, mad men, and other disqualified persons 
must be maintained without any allotment of shares upon 
the partition of ancestral property. This text, however, does 
not support the pleader’s views, beeause it is a maxim of the 
Hindu law that the disqualified members of a Hindu family 
cannot inherit, but are more or less incapacitated. But as 
they arc members of a family, it is held, that while on the one 
hand they are not to share in an estate, still on the other, 
their maintenance is to be a charge on the estate, of which 
but for the disqualification they would be entitled o a share with 
the other qualified members. In our case, however, as there is 
no ostate, this text has no application. I may add that the same 
remark applies to Section 19, Chapter V. of the Dayabhaga. 

I now turn to the Dayabhaga, the admitted book for Bengal, 
and, therefore, the book which specially governs the present 
(Bengal) case. The first passage cited by Baboo Annada 
Prasad from the Dayabhaga, is Chapter IL, Sec, 23, which refers 
to a prohibition against the gift or other alienation of the pro- 
perty, “ because immoveables and similar possessions are means 
of supporting the family. For the maintenance of the family 
is an indispensable obligation; as Menu positively declares: ‘The 
support of persons who should be maintained is the approved 
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means of attaining heaven, but hell is the man’s portion if 


Reena ar they suffer. Therefore let a master of a family carefully main- 
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tain them.’ ” But this text conveys clearly a moral obligation; 
and the word “indispensable” not only applies as much to 
a moral as to legal obligation, Further, the text must be.read 
in connection with the rest of the passage, where the penalty 
is clearly the loss of the “ approved means” of' attaining heaven, 
and not a penalty in this life from the king. Further, if there 
were any doubt about this, the following text, section 28 of 
the same Chapter of Dayabhaga, removes it: “ But the texts 
of Vyasa exhibiting a prohibition are intended to show a moral 
offence: since the family is distressed by a sale, gift, or other 
transfer, which argues a disposition in the person to make an ill use 
of his power as owner. They are not meant to invalidate the 
salo or other transfer.” 

The Vyavastha 199, page 370, of Shama Charan’s compilation 
of Vyavasthas, is relied upon by the Principal Sudder Ameen, 
and apparently by Loch and Kemp, JJ. It is this: “Should a 
woman without unchaste purposes quit the family house and live 
with her parents or her own relations, yet still she is entitled to 
maintenance” (1); but the pleader for the appellant has not been 
able to show us any passage which provides a civil remedy or 
penalty for a breach of the obligation laid down in this passage. 

In regard to the cases cited from 2nd Macnaghten, pages 104, 
Lil, 113, 116, 117, aud 119, I would remark that all the passages 
refer to cases where there were ancestral estates left by-the 
deceased parties, and upon which maintenance might be a charge, 
Mussamut Bhilu v. Phul Chand (2) and Mussamut Hemlata 
Chowdrain’s case (3) are'also cited. Those two cases.were clearly 
eases where there was ancestral property to provide for the 
charge of maintenance, or of a like character. The case of 
Ujjalmani Dasi v. Jaygopal Chowdry (4) is one of contract and 
stipulation, and Shamasundari Debi y. Baihantmani Roy (5) is 
solely upon the right of maintenance of a wife not residing with 
her husband’s family; whereas, as has been before stated, the 


gase with which we have to deal is one exclusively of a son 


(1) Vrav. Darp, 2nd Ed. 370, (4) 8. D. R. (1848) 491. 
(2) 3 Sel. S. D. R , 223. (5) 8. D R, (1888) 1220, 
(3) 4 Sel, S. D. R, 19, i 


l 


saw Itreorrs, 
Jan, [8uQ. 


‘ 


VOL. IL] APPELLATE JURISDICTION—CIVID. 43 

dying without any ancestral property, and leaving a widow who 1868 

sues her father-in-law for maintenance. Kiernanaxt 
It may be well too here to remark, that the pleaders for the ea 


respective parties have mostly relied upon decided cases; but Baa 
we, sitting ina Full Bench of seven Judges, are fully competent 

to re-consider whether any and which of those decisions are in 
themselves correct; and-we are not actually bound on the 

present occasion to follow any of them as precedents. 

After full consideration I can come to no other conclusion than 
that the Hindu law does not lay down, that if maintenance is 
withheld by a father-in-law from the widow of his son, that 
father-in-law having inherited no property from the son which 
can be a charge for the maintenance of the widow, and the son 
himself having left no ancestral estate, a civil remedy or a penalty 
or compensation is to be ordered of the king, can be the subject of 
suit. My own view is that the Hindu law looked to its moral 
obligation being capable of being sufficiently enforced from those 
people for whom the texts were provided, by the overwhelming 
force of the religious influences which prevailed under the then 
Hindu system of society ; and that itis only in exceptional cases 
noted by the provision of fines and amercements and other reme- 
dies that the religious and patriarchal power was not to be 
expected directly to operate to secure the object of the legislators. 

I concur with the Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Macpherson, 
and would dismiss this appeal with costs. i 


NORMAN, J.—The question is whether, under the Hindu law 
as current in Bengal, where a Hindu dies leaving no property, 
and a widow unprovided for, such widow can maintain an action 
in a Court of Law, to compel the father of her deceased husband 
to give her a pecuniary allowance by way of maintenance. 

I am of opinion that she cannot, The following texts were 
cited in support of the argument by the appellant’s Counsel, from 
Colebrooke’s Digest, Book II., Chapter IV., Section 1. Art. XT., 
Manu: “ The ample support of those who are entitled to main- 
tenance is rewarded with bliss in heaven; but hell is the por- 
tion of that man, whose family is afflicted with pain by his 
neglect; therefore, let him maintain his family with the utmost 
care.” Art. XIL Narada.—* Even they who are born, or 
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yet unborn, and they who exist in the womb, require funds for 


Kunrrawaxr subsistence: the deprivation of the means of subsistence is 
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reprehended” (1). 

If those texts are carefully considered, it will appear clearly 
that the duty there prescribed is treated as of divine ordinance ; 
a breach of it as a sin or offence against divine law, not as a 
crime or offence against human law. ‘The penalties under which 
such duty is enjoined are the displeasure of heaven, the pains 
of hell, and the reprehension of mankind. Men are urged to the 
performance of such duty by Manu by the promise of bliss in 


heaven; and by Narada by an argument addressed to their, 


reason, pointing out the necessity of gecuring a due provision 
for the helpless. Hindu commentators, and specially those of the 
Bengal School, have distinguished duties of moral obligation, 
such as those above-mentioned, from breaches of municipal law. 
In the Smritisara it is said: “ The gift of a man’s whole estate 
is valid, for it is made by the owner; but the donor commits a 
moral offence, because he observes not the prohibition.” So 
in the Dayabhaga, Jimutavahana, commenting on the above 
toxt of Manu, says: “ Since it is denied that a gift or sale should 
be made, the precept is infringed by making one, but the gift 


‘or transfer is not null.” Very different language is used when 


the law-giver is deeling with a breach of duties prescribed -by 
municipal law. In Colebrooke’s Digest, Book II., Chapter IV., 
Section 1, Art. X., a passage from Katyayana is cited: “ Neither 
the husband, nor .the son, nor the father, nor the brother, has 
power to use or alicn the legal property of women. If any 
one of them shall consume the property of a woman against 
her consent, he shall be compelled to pay interest to pen and 
shall also pay a fine to the king.” 

In this case which points to a breach of municipal law, an 
infraction of the law of, property, the legislator treats it as an 
offence against human law, or the law prescribed by the supreme 
power in the State, and indicates a civil remedy. So Manu 
(speaking of cases which are to be decided by the king) 
amongst the eighteen principal titles of law, speaks of sales 
without ownership. There is nothing which tends to show that 


(1) 1 Coli Dig., Madras EA, 411, | 
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he ever contemplated that the king was to interfere with the 1868 
government, conduct, and management of the affairs of a Hindu Kuxrrastanr 
family by its head. om 
A passage from Sankha is cited in 2 Macnaghten’ s Hindu Law, Bas 
page 116: “ To the childless wives of brothers and sons strictly 
© observing the conduct prescribed, their spiritual parent must 
“allot mere food, and old garments, which are not tattered.” 
It looks like a mere injunction to perform such acts as of charity. 
Nothing can be more unlike a a legal right than dependence on 
such an obligation. 
When Hindu legislators speak of the right of a deserted 
wife to maintenance, they express in clear language that such 
right is one of legal obligation which will be enforced in the 
Civil Courts. I had occasion to consider that question fully in 
the case of Rani Ichamayi Dasi against Raja Apurvakrishna 
Bahadur. The right of a father to maintenance by his sons 
siauds on a footing of its own, See Vyavastha Darpana, 2nd 
edition, page 375, and the passage from Manu cited in tho note. 
As to other members of the Hindu family, assuming that there 
ia a legal obligation arising from the law of nature and Hindu 
law upon the head of a family to provide subsistence for help- 
less members of it, such as infants, who but for such provision 
might perish of want, it seems by Hindu law to be left wholly 
in the discretion of the person under such obligation to provide 
such subsistence in the manner which may seem fit to him. 
With regard to any claim to maintenance by those who are not 
absolutely helpless, it may fairly be presumed that the head of 
the family is the proper person to judge whether the resources 
and position of the family are such that they ought to be sup- 
ported without labor, or whether they ought to work, and either 
contribute their earnings to the general stock, or maintain 
themselves. 
There is a large class of cases where, according to Hindu 
law, an heir succeeding to property takes it subject to the duty 
of maintaining these whom the late proprietor was bound to 
support. A case of that kind from the Patna Court of appeal 
is reported in 2 Macnaghten’s Hindu Law, page Ill, “A 
“widow was in possession of some property which devolved 
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“on her at the death of her husband. The widow of her son 


Kuetrawant “ who died before his father sued her for alimony to a specific 
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“amount; and on referring the case to a Pandit, the follow- 
ing Vyavastha was given: That if a widow live in the 
* house of her mother-in-law, the latter should afford her food 
“and raiment; but that no rules as to a specific portion of 
“ alimony had been laid down in the law, and that this should 
“ be determined by extent of means. Is it then necessary, sup- 
* posing that a disagreement should subsist between the mother 
“and daughter-in-law, that the latter should live with the 
“former? If there should be any established rule making it 
“incumbent to give alimony to the family of the person in 
* possession of the estate, and the person in possession should 
“ not give alimony in proportion to the extent of the means, in 
“such case is it competent to any authority to fix the amount 
* that may be given? ` l 

“« Answer. — While the father and other relatives of the hus- 
“band exist, the residence of a widow in their house is declared 
“ to be obligatory on her; and the law does not contemplate any 
“ opposition to this rule as in the following text. The father- 
“in-law and the rest are bound to maintain a virtuous and 
“ childless widow; but there is no provision for a case in which 
“ alimony may be sued for not having been given in proportion 
** to the means.” 

The Hindu law in this subject may be compared with that 
of Scotland. According to that law, a child is entitled to main- 
tenance in the father’s house, or elsewhere, if the father’s con- 
duct endangers the child’s safety, or if the father chooses to 
give him separate maintenance. The amount, above bare sub- 
sistence according to hia condition in life, is at the father's dis- 
cretion. This is a more extensive obligation than exists under 
English law. In the case of Maule v. Maule (1), which Lord 
Eldon described as one of the most important cases that ever 
came before the House of Lords, the Court of Session in Scot- 
land had found that a son, who had a commission in the Army, 
as ensign, with £90 of pay, and an allowance of £100 a year 
from his father, was entitled to a maintenance of £800 a year 

i (1) 1 Wilson & Shaw, 266. 
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from his father, who was in possession of an entailed estate 1888 
yielding an income of £10,000 a year. The House of Lords Kusrramaxr 
reversed the judgment, and dismissed the suit. Lord Eldon in ae 
delivering judgment, after pointing out the number of circum- sa ra 
stances to be taken into consideration, the debts and charges 

on the estate, and other obligations of the proprietor’s possible 
losses, the necessity of providing for other children or depend- 

ent members of the family, to an extent which might vary from 

year to year, and the harassing enquiries which would be render- 

ed necessary, proceeds to say: ‘ The question comes to this,— 
“Whether the Court of Session has a jurisdiction, on the appli- 

“ cation of a son, to take into its hands; as between the father 

“and that son, and the father and his family, all the duties 

“of a father of a family ; and to state that upon application 
“once made to them the whole administration of the family 

“ may be placed under their hands, and may continue there so 
“long as the natural obligation of the father and son exist.” 
Again: “ The father must, as it seems to me, be a much better 
“judge of what is proper to be done for his son, when he be- 

“ comes of age, than any Court on earth can be.” *Again: “ The 

“vreal question is whether under the particular circumstances 

“of such a case as this, the jus patria potestatis in the family 

“ no longer belongs to the father, but belongs to the Court of 

“ Session.” He concludes: “I cannot think that under the 
“law of Scotland, the judgment and discretion of the father no 
“longer belongs to him, but that that judgment and discretion 

“so long as he lives, is to be exercised in a Court of Justice.” 

*** « That your Lordships are to place in a Court of Justice 

“the right to decide upon the manner in which a father shall 

“ administer his estate and property between his eldest sou, his 

“ creditors, his younger children, and all others to whom he 
“owes a natural and moral obligation during the rest of their 

“ joint lives, is a proposition I cannot hold. And if I found it 

“ decided in any case that had a direct application to the pre- 
“sent, T do not think there is anything that compels us to adopt 
“that decision. I think if such a Jaw existed, it ought not to 

*‘ be suffered to endure a moment longer, but it must be correct- 

“ed by the legislature.” Lord Redesdale says: “The conse- 
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“ quence of the decision of the Court of Session would be to 
give a ground for every child in Scotland to tall his father to 
account for not making him a sufficient allowance. If this is 
“ the law of Scotland, I should be sorry to be under the domi- 
“nion of.the law of Scotland. But I take it not to be so.” 
I refer to this case, because it shows the immense mischief that 
would result, if we were to disregard the distinctions which 
Hindu lawyers have drawn on the subject under consideration. 
In my opinion, according to Hindu law as current in Bengal, 
the obligation of a father-in-law to maintain, out of his own 


_ resources, the widow of his deceased son, is a mere moral 


obligation. If she resides in the house of her father-in-law, 
and is an infant, and for that or other reasons is unable to 
maintain herself, there may be, and probably is, both according 
to Hindu law, and according to natural law, equity, and good 
conscience, a legal obligation on the part of the father-in-law, 
who has taken upon himself the care of her person and the 
charge of entertaining her as ẹ member of his family, and on 
whose protection she is dependent, to provide her with food and 
the actual nécessaries of life. Compare Rez v. Friend (1). 
But in my opinion the father-in-law has a right to determine 
for himself as to the manner in which that obligation shall be 
discharged, and the Civil Courts not only ought not, but have no 
jurisdiction, to interfere with his discretion. Even if we assume 
that the father-in-law is under any legal obligation to maintain 
a son’s widow and provide her with food and raiment, if she 
resides in his house, if she will not accept what he is willing to 
give, he is not bound in lieu of maintenance to make her a money 
allowance so as to enable her to reside in another family. 
In my opinion the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 


Parar, J.—(After stating the facts). The plaintiff does 


not pretend that the defendant will not maintain her at his’ 


own house; nor does she go so far as to seriously contend 

that the conduct of the defendant, or of the members of his 

family, towards her has been such as to entitle her to refuse to 

reside under his roof. Jn truth, no issue is raised on the facts 
(1) Russell and Ryan, 20, 
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s of the case, and the sole question for the Court is, “whether 1868 
the plaintiff, not finding it agreeable to live in her father-in- Karrraxam 

Dasr 

law’s house, can legally claim from him a money allowance by v. 
way of maintenance to enable her to live elsewhere.” Kasiman 


The argument of the plaintiff’s pleader may be concisely 
summarized as follows: That all the injunctions of the old 
Tindu sages canstitute positive law, except eo far only as 
Jimutavahana, for the School of Bengal, seta apart some few pre- ~ 
cepts as layiug down merely a moral duty and not a legal 
obligation: that the duty of maintaining the different members 
of the family is every where throughout the Shastras incul- 
cated upon the, head of the family, and does not fall among 
Jimutavahana’s exceptions,—it has, therefore, the force of law, 
and as such has been recognized by the leading English text 
writers, Macnaghten, Strange, &c.; that the Vyavastha of the 
Pandits, and the decisions of the late Sudder Court, have always 
supported the legal character of the duty; and finally that 
the son’s widow is admittedly ‘a member of the father’s family. 
This argument is very plausible at first sight, but does not bear 
being very closely looked inté. Indeed, I think that it fails 
fatally for the plaintiff, at its very root. It seems tome that it 
cannot be doubted there are plenty of instances other than ` 
those by Jimutavahana, in which the old writers clearly intended 
to enjoin a moral duty as distinguished from a legal obligation, 
and in my opinion the subject of maintenance affords some of 
the most conspicuous examples of this. Of the texts relied upon 
by Baboo Annada Prasad Banerjee, the strongest are perhaps the 
following: “ The ample support of those who are entitled to 
< maintenance is rewarded with bliss in heaven, but hell is the 
“portion of that man whose family is afflicted’ with pain by his 
“neglect; therefore, let him maintain his family with the utmst 
“ care.”——-Menu. “ Even they who are born, or yet unborn, and 
“they who exist in the womb, require funds for subsistence: 
“the deprivation of the means of subsistence is reprehended.” 
—Narada. “A man may give what remains after the food and 
“clothing of his family; the giver of more, who leaves hia 
“family naked and unfed, may taste honey at first, but shall 
“afterwards find it poison.”—~Vrihaspati. aed more of a 
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similar tenor might be cited, which reiterate in words, more or 


eae less emphatic, the doctrine that it is incumbent upon every man 
AST 
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to maintain the dependent members of his family. There are 
also no doubt other passages to be found, where certain specified 
members of the family are declared to have a legal claim ‘upon 
the family property upon a disposition of it taking place, but 
these are not applicable to the present case, for reagons which 
I shall presently mention ; and, therefore, I omit for the moment 
to notice them. 

Now it seems to me very plain that the writers who 
enunciated the foregoing precepts and their like, only desired in 
them to Jay down moral principles for the guidance of the head 
of the family; the only sanction appealed to is of a religious 
and prospective character. The civil power is in no way 
brought under notice, although it-may be remarked, the same 
authors knew well enough how to use that power, if necessary, 
for the enforcement of their commands. Indeed, it often enough 
happens that precepts of a general character uttered by the 
Rishis are accompanied by directions, that the king or sovereign 
power should punish the infraction of them, but nothing of 
the sort occurs here. In these places, the authors are not deal- 
ing with rights of individuals; they do not pretend to define 
any thing of the nature of a right, and they give no hint of a 
remedy, by which any right could be asserted. I repeat that 
it seems to me clear they were here simply prescribing to the 
head of the family principles which he should observe in his 
government, and were not intending to give a foot-hold for the 
intrusion of the civil power within those inner limits, from 
which it has been, undoubtedly, for ages the policy of the 
Hindu social system to exclude it. It may well be, on the 
other hand, that the head of the family cannot lawfully eject 
a dependent member from his circle, without reasonable cause. 
Possibly the defendant is legally bound to afford the plaintiff 
subsistence under his roof, she on her part conforming to 
his orders, and working for the common fund if he should 
think this necessary. If so, no doubt the Civil Court would, 
in the event of default on his part, find the means of com- 
pelling him to perform his duty. But this is not the plaintiff's 

` e 
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case. She claims, simply by way of maintenance, and on the 1868 

bare right to be maintained without other consideration, an Kuerrasant 

annuity to be paid out of the father’s property in which her oe : 
_ husband, had he been alive, would have had no interest whatever. Hasineine 

If then her suit be well founded, it follows that a son’s widow 

has a legal right to a share in the father’s property during his 

life-time, while her husband before his death had not such a 

right. Every Hindu lawyer will feel that it needs very strong 

authority to support such a distinction as this. It appears to 

me, however, that the matter is altogether bare of authority, 

except so far as the texts which I have quoted, or referred to, 

afford any; and I have already said that, in my opinion, they do 

not. Iam not speaking regardless of the additional texts which 

are appealed to by Mr. Justice Loch, in his elaborate judgment, 

but it seems to me a mistake to treat them as having application 

to the claim put forward by the plaintiff in this suit. Without 

pursuing them in detail, I think I may, without error, say that 

they all have reference to the terms upon which partition or 

inheritance of property is to take place. Mr. Justice Loch con- 

cludes from the passages quoted by him (particularly as I gather, 

a text of Katyayana and the commentary of Jagannatha upon it, 

in page 600, Madras Edition of Colebrooke’s Digest, Vol. IT) 

“that the maintenance of a Hindu widow is not merely a 

moral obligation, but a charge on the iuberitance.” This is no 

doubt true if the word inheritance mean the inheritance of her 

husband ; but even then it does not, I apprehend, so much flow 

from the texts quoted, as from other portions of positive law 

laid down by the old law-givers, Yajnavalkya for instance, 

commanded that a husband should maintain his wife, and if he 

did not keep her in his own house, he should give her a third 

part of his wealth, or being poor, should provide her with mainte- | 

nance; and, on the death of the husband, no one will question 

that she becomes entitled by the Hindu law, which is current 

in Bengal, to the whole inheritance, in the event of ‘there being 

no issue; or otherwise to a share by -way of maintenance. 

Nothing can be clearer than the rights of a Hindu widow by 

positive law, as against the inheritance of her husband. But I 

know of no authority which specifically gives her the like rights, 
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or any other rights as against the property of her father-in-law. 


Kusrramanı So again, sons and others, who by reason of infirmity, &c., are 
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disqualified from taking the share in an inheritance which would 
otherwise cdme to them, are directed to be maintained by those 

‘to whom their shares thus go over; and a direction of this kind, 
given by the law-giver, when prescribing the mode and condition 
of inheriting, is, I think, rightly construed as amounting to the 
creation of a charge upon the inheritance. No circumstances 
of this nature are attendant upon the general texts, which alone 
can be made to bear upon the question of maintenance by the 
father of the son’s widow. It seems to me that the two classes 
of cases are quite distinct, namely those in which the claimants 
of maintenance have expressly given to them the right of 
recourse to a particular fund, and those in which no such rights 
have been expressly given. It cannot be logically inferred, that 
because some dependant members of a family, whom the head is 
declared morally bound to maintain, are entitled by express 
provisions of the law to make good their claims against his estate 
as so many charges upon it, therefore all dependant members 
whom he is declared morally bound to maintain have the same 
rights, even in those instances where such express provisions are 
absent. But this it appears to me is exactly the mistake in 
reasoning which has been committed in this case, and without it 
the plaintiff’s claim cannot get any real support from the old 
Hindu law-givers. 

The English text writers, as Macnaghten and Strange, naturally 
do not carry the matter further, for they only profess to exhibit a 
compilation of the law made from the old Sgnskrit authorities, as 
expounded by the Pandits. Sir T. Strange’s words are most 
general, and seem to me, in no way, calculated to support the con- 
clusion which Mr. Justice Loch draws from them. Undoubtedly, 
they express very emphatically that “maintenance by a man 
of his dependants is with the Hindu a primary duty.” The 

. question before us is, whether the obligation to maintain is sucha 
character as to give the dependant who is the object of it, a legal 
claim to be paid an annual sum out of the supporter’s estate. 
Mr. Justice Loch’s quotation from Strange is in the text preceded 
hy the sentence, the obligation to “maintenance, as between 
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parents and child, is eventually mutual.” If, therefore, the 1868 
obligation amounts to a pecuniary charge in the one case, it KuETRAMANI 
must in the other; but I have never yet heard it argued that by DA s 
Hindu law, a father, in indigent circumstances, is entitled to.-a Rane 
money allowance from the son payable out of the latter’s self- + ` 
acquired property. I cannot myself think that Sir T. Strange 
intended to do more than give the doctrines of the Hindu 
moral law on a social and domestic duty of high importance, 
and I am unable to construe his words into an enunciation of 
a legal right of recourse to specified property. Macnaghten’s 
text scarcely bears upon the point under discussion, and has not 
been appealed to, but several of the cases given by him in his 
Hindu law have been cited by Mr. Justice Loch in his judg- 
ment, aad by the pleader of the appellant before us. I will not 
treat these in detail now. It is sufficient, [ think, to say of 
them, that in each the claim put forward for determination was 
a claim by a widow te be held a co-sharer with her deceased 
husband’s brothers, or others, in property in their hands, after 
the death of the father. This claim was, in every instance, 
negatived, but, at the same time, it was said that she was entitled 
to proper “ maintenance.” The widow was, in fact, told, “ you 
have mistaken your rights; you are not entitled to any share of 
the,property. The utmost you can ask is to be maintained.” 
And, in this view, these precedents are really adverse to the 
present plaintiff's claim, for they impliedly declared that the 
son’s widow has no proprietary rights whatever against the 
deceased father’s property. Indeed it is expressly said in one 
of Macnaghten’s precedents (one not quoted before us, or 
by Mr. Justice Loch) that the widow is only entitled to be 
maintained in the joint family of her late husband, and cannot, 
by law, claim a money payment of the nature of alimony. 
See 2 Macnaghten’s Hindu Law, page 111, Case IV. 

Of the seven decisions of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, which 
have been brought to our notice in the argument, only one appears _ 
to me, in any way, to favor the plaintiff’s case. Thisis the decision 
in the case of Ujjal Mani Dasi v. Jaygapal Chowdry (1). It 
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appears that in that case the Principal Sudder Ameen had taken 
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widow of a son dying before his father entitled to a maintenance 
proportionate to the amount of the father-in-law’s property. The 
Sudder Dewany Adawlut did not actually decide whether 
this was good law or not; its judgment was sought upon other 
points only, and in giving it, Mr. W. Jackson said: “ The 
plaintiff’s widow is admitted by the Pandit’s Vyavastha to havea 
legal right to maintenance, under the Hindu law, from the 
family estate.” Seemingly, the only question brought before 
the Court was, whether this assumed right had been displaced 
by a special agreement, and if not, at what amount should the 
maintenance be assessed. In Rai Sham Ballabh v. Prankrishna 
Ghose (1), it is reported that three sons took the inheritance on the 
death of their father, continued to live jointly, and with them lived 
the widow of a brother who had predeceased his father. The 
three brothers having died, a suit for partition took place, and the 
property was divided among their respective sets of heirs, 
one-third going to each set. The widow who was a party was 
declared entitled to nothing but food and raiment, Her claim 
wag, accordingly, dismissed, and no charge of any kind in her 
favor was established against the estate. 

In the case of Mussamut Bhilu v. Phul Chand (2), two hro- 
thers are represented as having lived together in joint enjoyment 
of property under the Mitakshara law. One died leaving a 
widow, and his share of course went to the surviving brother. 
The Court held (no doubt rightly) that the brother thus taking by 
survivorship the share of the property from which the widow was 
legally entitled to obtain maintenance, at the hands of her 
husband, during his life, was also bound to maintain the widow. 
In other words, he took the property with its burden. The 
Court does not support its judgment by the statement of this 
reason, but I think it affords the true explanation of the 
decision. In tho case of Mussamut Hemlata Chowdrain v. 
Padma Mani Chowdrain (3), the widow’s claim to share in 
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the deceased father’s estate was dismissed, because her husband. T. ases + 

had died in his father’s life-time. She was at the same time told Kuerrasaxı 

that her claim should have taken the form of a claim for Dasr 

maintenance, and she was left the option of suing for it in Kasiratu 

another action. So that here no decision was judicially come 

to as to her right to. maintenance, and still less was there 

any declaration either that she was originally entitled to make 

a money claim against the father, or that she was now entitled : 

to proceed-against his estate. In Harasundari Gupta v. Naba- 

gobind Sen (1), the report is so scanty that no conclusion either 

way can be drawn from it. Also nothing is said as to whether 

the deceased husband left property or not. The like observation 

may be made with regard to the case of Ramdhan Bhatta- . 

charji (2); and it may also be added that there the father-in-law 

had expelled the widow from his family, and so refused to give 

- her even food and raiment under his own roof. In the case of 

Shamasundari Deli v. Bathantmani Roy (3), no decision was 

delivered by the Court as to the right to maintenance, or as to the 

circumstances under which it was put forwdrd in that case. It 

was only determined that the widow did not forfeit the right, 

which she had, by residing away, involuntarily ; and to this 

effect only, do the decisions, Khudee Mani Debia v. Tara- 

chand Chucherbutty (4), Ahalya Bai Delia v. Lakhimani 

Debia (5), and the judgment of the Supreme Court in the case 

of Sibasundari Dasi v. Krishna Kishore Neoghy (6) as I read 

them, lay down the law. Probably, at this date, it would hardly 

be contended that if the plaintiff is entitled to a charge upon 

the father-in-law’s property at all, she loses the right to it, 

merely by adopting such place of residence as is most agreeable 

to her. - 
I have now, I believe, reviewed all the authorities which 

have been put forward in support of the plaintiff’s right to * 

succeed in this suit. The result to my mind is that the claim 

which the plaintiff now sets up as a legal right, has no basis-in 


(1) 8. D. R. (1850), 422. (4) 2 W. R., 184, 
(2) Ib. (1852), 796. (3) 6 W. R., 37. 
(8) 8. D. R. (1858), 1220. (6) 2 Tay, & Bell, 190, 
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the precepts of the old Hindu law-givers, and has not been 


Karrranawr shown to have been ever judicially affirmed by the superior 
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Courts of this country. On the other hand, there is certainly one 
decision of this Court, viz., Rajumani Dasi v. Sibchandra 
Mullick (1), which declares that a right, such as that which is 
now sought to be established, has no foundation in Hindu law. 

It-scems to me, therefore, that the view taken by the Chief 
Justice and Mr. Justice Macpherson is entirely correct. Iam 
quite of opinion, notwithstanding the earnest pleading of Baboo 
Annada Prasad to-the contrary, that the Hindu law-givera did 
intentionally often enjoin moral duties as distinct from legal 
obligations, and I agree with the Chief Justice that we must 
not convert these moral duties into legal liabilities. The mis- 
chief which we might do, as the Chief Justice remarks, by want 
of care in this respect, is very great. For instance, if we upheld 
the right of every widow of every son, who died during his 
father’s life-time, to compel the father to pay her out of his 
property æ money allowance in lieu of maintenance, can any one 
fail to see that we should not enly sap the very foundation of 
the Hindu family system, but should impose upon the father a 
burden most unreasonable, if not impossible, for him to bear. I 
may add that the Privy Council, in a late judgment, has discoun- 
tenanced the supposition that every thing uttered by the old 
law-givers remains to this day so much positive law. Their Lord- 
ships say (2): “ The duty, therefore, of an European Judge, 
who is under the obligation to administer Hindu law, is not 
so much to inquire whethet-a disputed doctrine is fairly 
deducible from the earliest authorities, as to ascertain whether 
it has been received by the particular School which governs 
the district, with which he has to deal, and has there been 
sanctioned by usage.” 

I express no opinion as to whether any one taking by inheri- 
tance property out of which a dependant member of the late 
owner’s family had, in fact, been receiving maintenance up to the 
time of the deceased’s death, would or would not take it charged 
with the continuance of that maintenance. I apprehend that a 

(1) 2 Hy de, 108. ; (2) 1B. L, R. (P. C), 12 
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question of this kind would, in every case, depend upon the facts. 1868 
T also say nothing as to the right 'of a dependant member of a Ente aini 
family to compel the head to afford food and raiment within the v. 
ame ree 


. family house, or in the case of forcible exclusion therefrom, to ee 


make a money payment in lieu of such maintenance. I confino 
myself strictly to the issue which I mentioned at the outset as 
being the issue of law on which the plaintiffs suit depends, and 
on that issue, I think the plaintiff fails to make out her right. 
Accordingly, it appears to me that the decision which is now 
appealed against, should be affirmed with costs. 

Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Hobhouse have 
requested me to say that-they concur in the judgment which I 
have just read. 


E. Jackson, J.—TI, also, am of opinion that the plaintiff is not 
entitled to obtain maintenance from her father-in-law in the 
shape in which she claims it, i. e., as a money allowance. The 
plaintiff appears never to have resided with her father-in-law as 
a member of his family. Her husband died while she was very 
young, only six years of age, and with the exception of two or 
three days immediately after the death of her husband, she has 
always resided with her own parents. As to any ill-usage she 
alleges she may have received, it is difficult to credit the deposi- 
tion of a girl of eleven years of age relating what occurred when 
she was only six years of age. The plaintiff having, therefore, 
always lived separately from her father-in-law, and there being 
no ancestral property in the family, I cannot see how she can 
claim a money allowance from her father-in-law. It may be 
that if she had always lived as a member of her father-in-law’s 
family, he could not turn her out of doors in a destitute condi- 
tion, and if he did so, she might compel him to give her food and 
raiment and house room. All the texts which have been quoted 
for the appellant seem to me to go no further than this, and it 
may even be that if the plaintiff had, after living as a member of 
her father-in-law’s family, been obliged by ill-usage to leave it, 
that then she would be entitled to a money allowance in licu of 
the food and raiment which the father-in-law was bound to give 
to her. But it is quite clear fto mé upon the statement of the 
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1868 plaintiff herself that she never has been a member of her father- 
ae in-law’s family; and that even the treatment she alleges she 
v. received, contains no sufficient ground for her leaving her father- 
Kastari in-law’s house. The plaintiff has always been, in fact, a member 
of her own father’s family, and has always been maintained by 
her own father, and is still being maintained by him. I am not 
satisfied that she is, in any way, in want of actual maintenance. 
Indeed she does not ask for it. She asks that while she is being 
maintained by her own father, her father-in-law may be required 
to pay her a monthly allowance in money. No text has been 
quoted which, in my opinion, supports any such claim, and I 

would, therefore, dismiss the plaintiffs suit with all costa. 


GLOVER, J.—I, also, am of opinion that this appeal should be 
dismissed. It appears to me that all the authorities quoted 
have reference to cases where an estate is taken by inheritance, 
and not where an estate is made by individual exertion, An 
estate descends cum onere, and amongst its obligations is the 
maintenance of those who are by Hindu law excluded from 
the inheritance; but there is a vast difference between an estate 
that comes to a person by the mere accident of birth, and one 
that is acquired by his own skill and labor; and no precept of 
Hindu law has been quoted to show that the founder of his ` 
own fortune is under the same obligations as he who inherita an 
estate. It is admitted in the present case, that the respondent 
succeeded to no ancestral property, and that whatever means he 
has, has been self-acquired. And as it cannot be doubted 
that by Hindu law he might give that property away abso- 
lutely at his pleasure, he is not bound to share it even with his 
sons, and à fortiori not with son’s widows. 

But if it were conceded that there was an obligation on a 
father-in-law to maintain the childless widow of his son, that 
obligation would not, I think, be binding in law, nor give the 
widow a right to maintain an action against her father-in-law. 
In all the Sections of the Dayabhaga, where the maintenance of 
those excluded from inheritancé is set forth, the nature of the 
penalty for non-performance.is spiritual, rather than temporal. 
The offender is threatened with condign punishment in 
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“hell” (1), but no mention is made of secular interference, or of 
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an appeal to the king on behalf of the family. And this is the Knerraaanr 


more remarkable, asin many other cases a distinct temporal 
penalty is prescribed, and if the non-performance of the duty 
of maintaining those who were excluded from inheritance, had 
been a wrong punishable by law, doubtless the fact would have 
been so stated instead of that the offender is left to receive his 
punishment in the other world. 

The case of Khudeemani Debia v. Tarachand Chucherbutiy (2) 
did not (as appears to be supposed) -decide the widow’s right to 
maintenance from her father-in-law. That point had already 
been decided by the lower Courts, and the only question before 
the High Court in special appeal, was whether the widow could 
demand that maintenance without living with her husband’s 
family,—a question which there is now no necessity for Cong 

I would dismiss this appeal with coste. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Ki, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Milter, 
KASIM AJIM DUPLAY, Prarntivr, vo KASIM MOHAMMED 
BARACHA, Dspsnpant.* 
Act VIII. of 1859, ss. 60 and 66—Service of Summons by Post—Service in 
Foreign Territories. 


A summons cannot be sent by post to any place to which letters are not register- 
ed by a Post Office, 
A special bailiff cannot be sont to serve civil process in a Foreign Territory. 


THis was a reference from the Recorder of Rangoon, under 
section 22 of Act XXI. of 1863, for the opinion of the Judges 
of the High Court, upon the questions stated as follows: 

“1, Whether a summons, to appear and answer to a suit 
in the Court of the Recorder of Rangoon, can be served upon 
a defendant residing at Mandalay, in the territories of the King 
of Ava, through the Post Office, under section 60 of Act VUI. 
of 1859? And if so, 

«2, Whether proof of the letter having been duly posted 
is sufficient prima facie proof of service of the summons ? 


(1) Dayabhage, Oh. IL, Sec. 23. (2) 23 W. Ro 134, 


* Reference by the Recorder of Rangoon. 


Dasr 
v. 
Se 
Das. 


1868 


Sept. 12. 
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“ The following evidence taken in the case will show the nature 


Kasra Asm of the communication by post between Rangoon and Mandalay: 


DUFTAY 


August 5th and 7th of 1868.—R. S. E. sworn, states: ‘I am 


Kasra Mo- Collector of Customs of Rangoon. There isa dawk post between 


HAMMED 
BARAOHA. 


this place and Mandalay, and there has been such a post for 
several years. The post belongs to the King of Ava. The 
packets aro always brought to me, and I give them to the head 
boatman. For the last year or two, this communication has been 
regular once a week. I have never had any complaint of a 
missing letter. There is a small box in the Custom House, 
and the people come and put the letters in, of their own accord. 
It is a safe mode of communication. Most important letters go 
by the boat. The communications between the Burmese Court 
and the Chief Commissioner of British Burma goes that way. 
The King of Ava maintains this dawk boat.’ To the Court.— 
‘The late Chief Commissioner authorized me to take charge of 


‘the mails for Ava. He did not give me an authority in writing. 


It was an arrangement made when I was up at Amarapura, with 
the late Chief Commissioner. It was not inserted in the 
Gazette, and had nothing to do with the Post Office. The Post 
Office authorities occasionally send letters posted for Mandalay 
over to me for transmission.’ 

* A. C. Boyd sworn: ‘I am Post-master of Rangoon. Letters 
are posted for Mandalay in the Post Office. We send them 
over to the Collector of Customs after they are stamped. We 
do not register letters for Mandalay. There is no branch of 
the Post Office at Mandalay, or anywhere in the territories of 
the King of Ava.’ 

« I would state, as my own opinion, that I have some doubt upon 
the first question, that is to say, whether the summons can be 
served through the post. Section 60 does not define the word 
* post,” and it may: be that the post between Rangoon and 
Mandalay would come within the meaning of the section; but 
on the second question, I apprehend, that there is no doubt that 
mere proof of the posting of the letter without proof of regis- 
tration cannot constitute primd facie proof of service of the 
summons under section 66. 

“I have been requested by the Advocate for the plaintiff, to 
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make this reference on the two points already mentioned, and 1868 

I would further ask the opinion of their Lordships : Kasini Aom 
“3, Whether, supposing it to be impossible to effect a service v ' 

of summons on a defendant residing at Mandalay through the eee 

Post Office, it can be done by a special bailiff? Baraona. 


“ Section 47 seems to me to preclude this. No Officer of the 
Court can execute process without the juriediction of the Court, 
Sagore Dutt v. Ramchandra Mitter (1); much less I should 
suppose can the Court give authority to do so to a person not 
an officer of the Court. 

“It has been the custom in Rangoon to send process up to 
Mandalay by special bailiff; bat I do not think the practice is 
warranted by the law. The late learned Recorder held, it 
seems, a different opinion from my own on the point, and I 
would, therefore, desire to refer it to their Lordships.” 


The opinion of the learned Judges, upon the questions sub- 
mitted to them, was delivered as follows by 


Pracoor, C. J—We are of opinion, 1st, that a summons 
cannot be sent by post to any place to which letters are not: 
registered by a Post Office; and, 2nd, that a special bailiff can-. ` ~- 
not be sent to serve civil process in a Foreign Territory. 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 


INDRA CHANDRA DOGAR, Pramrrrr, v. TARACHAND 
DOGAR, Derenxpant.* 
1868 


Execution—Insoluency—Attaching Creditor—Official Assignee—Priority. Sept. 12. 


A. obtained a decree against B., and in execution, attached property of B. in 
Zalla Dinagepore, in January 1868, and it was sold on 19th March. In the mean- 
while, B. had been adjudicated an insolvent, and the usual vesting order was made 
by the Insolvent Court on 6th March. Notice of this order reached the Judge of 
Dinagepore not until after the sale, but before the sale had been confirmed and the 
proceoda had been handed over. Held, tho Official Assigneo was entitled to the pro- 
ceods of the sale. 


Baboos Krishna Kishor Ghose and Khetramohan Mookerjee 
for petitioner. 


* Summary Special Appeal, No. 319 of 1868, from an order passed by the 
Officiating Jadgo of Dinagepore, dated the 24th April 1868. 


Q) 1 Hyde, 136, 
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Mr. R. E., Twidale and Baboo Taraknath Dutt for the 


Inora Cran- Official Assignee. 


DRA peste 


Dogar. 


iaiceie The facts are sufficiently set forth in the judgment, which was 


delivered by 


Locu, J.—The appellant in this case, in execution of his 
decree, attached the property of his judgment-debtor, situated 
in Zilla Dinagepore, in January 1868, and it was sold in execu- 
tion on 19th March 1868. Onthe 6th March the debtor was 
declared insolvent, and by an order of the Insolvent Court of 
that date hia property was vested in the Official Assignee. On 
the 19th March the Official Assignee sent a petition to the 
Judge of Dinagepore, praying that the property might be 
released from attachment, and that any assets belonging to the 
insolvent might be remitted to him. The petition of the Official 
Assignee did not reach the Judge till after the sale of the 
insolvent’s property had taken place; and after the expiry of 
the thirty days prescribed by law, the Judge confirmed the 
sale, and remitted the sale proceeds to the Official Assignee. 
The decree-holder claims these sale proceeds, on the ground 
that, as the property had been attached by him in execution 
of his decree before it was vested in the Official Assignee, he 
is entitled to the sale proceeds; and he supports his claim by 
reference to a Circular Order of the late Sudder Court of 
25th August 1837, circulating an opinion of the then Advocate- 
General on the subject. 

There has been a great change in the law since 1837, and 
certain judgments passed by Judges on the Original Side of 
the High Court in Rampersad v. Calachand Das (1), have 
been quoted by the opposite party, to show that attachments 
made before judgment, though perfected by judgments, and 
not requiring fresh proceedings of attachment to be taken out, 
do not prevent possession of the attached property from being 
taken by the Official Assignee, should it not have been sold 
before that officer is appointed to the charge of the property. 
It is pointed out to us that the High Court of Bombay 


(1) 1 In, Jur., N. S., 325 & 373, 


REronta, 


Jy 1889, 


ay 
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have ruled differently in Gamble v. Bholagir (1) and have 
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held that when property has been attached before judgment; Inora Crax- 


and a decree obtained before the Official Assignee was appointed, 
the attaching creditors were entitled to be satisfied before the 
Official Assignee ;. but, though all deference is due to the opinion 
of the High Court of Bombay, we think the ruling of this High 
Court should be followed till it be shown to be erroneous. 

As the attachment does not divest the debtor of the owner- 


ship on the property, we think that attachment after decree does’ 


not put a creditor in a better position than attachment previous 
to judgment; and we, therefore, consider the order of the Judge 
is correct, and dismiss this appeal with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Lock and Mr. Justice Milter. 


ABDUL AZIM, Prater, v KHONDKAR HAMED ALI, Derenpanr.* 
Pre-emption on ground of Vicinage—Mohammedan Law. 


The right of pre-emption, on ground of vicinage, is limited to parcels of Innd and 
houses, and docs not extend to the purchase of an entire estate, evon though it be 
entirely surrounded by the lands of the would-be pre-emptor. 


~ 


PLAINTIFF sued to enforce a right of pre-emption and to 
obtain possession of a certain small talook sold to defendant by its 
former owner, which lay almost surrounded by plaintiff’s estate. 
The first Court found that plaintiff had performed all the for- 
malities of pre-emption, and gave him a decree. 


DRA Dogar 
T 
TARACHAND ` 
Docar. 


1868. 


Sept. 14. 


On appeal, the Judge held, that, as plaintiff sued on a right of ` 


vicinage alone, he could not claim pre-emption over so large a 
piece of land as the talook in dispute, which might contain from 
80 to 200 bigas. Ejnash Kooer v. Sheikh Amzudally (2). 
Plaintiff appealed specially, urging that the doctrine laid 
down in the case cited, only applied to large estates and princi- 
palities, and that it was opposed at any rate to Mohammedan Law. 


* Special Appeal, No. 1320 of 1868, from a decree of the Jndge of Sylhet, 
reversing a decree of the Officiating Principal Sudder Ameen of that District, 


+ 


(1) 2 Bombay H. C. R., 150. -(2) 2 W. R, 261, 
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HIGU COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B.L. R. 
Baboo Debendra Narayan Boe for apelin 
Baboo Girish Chandra Ghose for respondent. 
- The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Loou, J.—The Judge holds in this case, that, the right of 
pre-emption cannot be exercised by the party claiming it, 
because the quantity of land (about 90 bigas, more or, less)-is too 
extensive, and he quotes a judgment of the High Court, Ejnash 
Kooer v. Sheikh Amzudally (1) which ruled “ that a claim to 
“ right of pre-emption, on the ground of vicinage alone, would 
“ not lie in the case of large estates, but only when houses or 
* small holdings of land make parties such near neighbours as 
‘Sto give a claim on the ground of convenience and mutual 
“ gervience.” Baillie, in his work on Mohammedan Law, page 471, 


“defines the right of pre-emption as follows: —‘The original 
6 meaning of shoofais conjunction. In law, it is a right to take 


“ possession ¢ of a purchased parcel of land for a similar (in kind 
“and: -quantity) of the price that has been set on it to the pur- 
“chaser. The cause of it is the junction of the property of 
“ the shufee or person claiming the right with the subject of the 
« purchase.” Andin a note, he states “that in the Moon- 
“ tuha ul Urub, it, the word “ parcel” above, is rendered by ‘the 
« Persian words “ parah zumeen,” a piece or, fragment of land.” 

It is probable that originally the right of pre-emption extended 
only to houses, gardens, and small plots of land, and this view 
is supported by the illustrations of what may be the subjects 


- of pre-emption as given by Baillie; but in looking at the Hedaya, 


wo find it stated at page 591 of volume 3, that shoofa takes 
place with regard to all lands or houses. The meaning of this 
is clear on reference to the context. Jt had been stated in a 
previous part of the paragraph that, according to the doctrine 
of shoofa, nothing is subject to shoofa but what is capable of 
being divided, but the prophet held differently, and adds the 
writer: “ Besides, according to our tenets, the grand principle of 
* shoofa is the conjunction of property, and its-object to prevent 
“the vexation arising from a disagreeable neighbour, and this 


Q) 2 W. R, 261. 
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“ then is of equal force, whetler the thing ig divisible or other- 
wise.” The writer of the Hedaya then assigns the reason 
why the right is not applicable to moveables, because of the 
saying of the prophet, “ shoofa affects only houses and gardens” 
and “also because the intention of shoofa being to prevent the 
‘€ vexation arising from a bad neighbour, it is needless to extend 
“it to property of a moveable nature.” Looking at the chapter 
on shogfa in the Hedaya, the right appears to be limited to par- 
cels of land, houses, &c., and does not contemplate the right to 
purchase’a separate estate, because a part of itis counterminous 
with that of the shufee. Itis true that a person may have a 
bad neighbour, as a zemindar, and so suffer as much vexation 
from him as from a bad neighbour next-door, or holding the next 
field, but still it appears to me that the law was intended ta 
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ABDUL AZM 


v. 
KUONDKAR 
Maxen Att. 


prevent vexation to holders of small plots of land who might be - 
annoyed by the introduction of a stranger among them. ‘I think 


I would apply the ruling laid down in the judgment of the 
Court quoted above, to the present case, and allow the judgment 
of the lower Court to stand, for the property to which the right 
of pre-emption is claimed is a separate estate paying revenue to 
Government. I would dismiss the appeal with costs. 


MITTER, J.—I concur. The property in dispute is an estate 
paying revenue to Government, and I am not prepared to say 
that this case is not governed by the decision relied upon by the 
respondent. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Miller. 


RAMBAKSH CHETLANGI, Pianriy, v. MAHARAJA BANWARI 
GOBIND BAHADUR, Darexpanr.* 


Purchase of Decree held by Judgment-debtor in Execution—Act VIII. of 
1869, 8. 288. 


A. obtained a decree in the Nuddea Court against B., who had obtained a decree 
against C. in the Beerbhoom Court. The lattor was attached by the Nuddea Court, 
and sold to A. in execution of his decres. A. then petitioned the Beorbhoom 
Court for execution against C. Held, that tho Naddea Court had jurisdiction to 
attach and soll B.’s decree against C., and A. had a right to apply to the Beerbhoom 
Court for execution thereof. 


* Miscellaneons Regular Appeals, Noa 314, 315, 316, and 317 of 1868, from an 
order of the Subordinate Judge of Beerbhoom. : 
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“Tug plaintiff, appellant, had obtained a decree against one 


“Baspaxsn Jadunath Roy, in the Court of the Subordinate Judge of 


CuRTLANG 
v. 
MAHARAJA 
BANWARI 
GOBIND 
BABADUR. 


Nuddea, within whose jurisdiction Jadunath Roy resided, 


Jadunath Roy had obtained a decree against Banwari Gobind, 
in the Court of the Subordinate Judge at Beerbhoom. The 
latter decree was attached by the Court at Nuddea in execution 
of the plaintiff’s decree against Jadunath Roy, and all Jadu- 
nath Roy’s right, title, and interest in that decree was sold to 
the plaintiff Subsequently, the plaintiff filed a petition in .the 
Court of the Subordinate Judge of Beerbhoom, for execution 


‘of the decree against Banwari Gobind, Jadunath Roy’a judg- 


ment-debtor. 

The petition of the plaintiff was dismissed by the Subordinate 
Judge of Beerbhoom, under the following judgment: 

-c Tt has been laid down in section 285 of Act VIII. of 1859, 
that in enforcing a decree on a property, whether moveable or 
immoveable, situated in a place out of the local jurisdiction of 


the Court by. which it has been passed, that Court should send, 


-copy of the decree with a certificate to the Civil Court of the 


district where the said property may be situated; and that the.. 


attachment and sale of the property should be effected in that 
district. The properties covered by these decrees, though 
situated in the local jurisdiction of this Court, were attached 
and sold by auction at the Court of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
of Nuddea, and was purchased by the petitioner. ‘The said 
properties being situated in the jurisdiction of this Court, the 


.Principal Sudder Ameen of Nuddea should have followed the 


direction laid down in section 285. But, as instead of doing so, 
he has caused them to be sold at his own Court, that sale is 
invalid, and the petitioner has derived no right from that 
purchase; and he cannot, therefore, be allowed to represent the 
decree-holder.” 

The petitioner appealed to the High Court. 

Baboos Kali Prasanna Dutt and Ramanath Bose for appellants. 

The respondent was not represented. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Pracoor, C. J.—The plaintiff obtained a decree against 
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Jadunath Roy in-the Court of the Subordinate Judge of 1868 
Nuddea, within the jurisdiction of which Court Jadunath Roy Baamaxsn 
resided. Jadunath Roy had obtained a decree in the Beer- eas ees 
bhoom Court against Banwari Gobind, which was attached by MAHARAJA 
the Nuddea Court, under the decree of the plaintiff, and sold to _Gosinp 
ee. Se vere A BANADUR. 

the plaintif himself under the execution. Itappears to us, that 
the Nuddea Court had jurisdiction to sell Jadunath’s right, 
title, and interest in that decree, and having done so, the plain- 
tiff, who purchased under that execution, became tho assignee 
of the decree, and as such assignee has a right to apply to tip; 
Beerbhoom Court to have execution of it, 

Under these circumstances, we think that the order of the 
Subordinate Judge must be reversed with costs. 

This decision will govern Miscellaneous Appeals, Nos. 315, 
316, and 317 of 1868 in which the orders of the Subordinate 

J udge are reversed without costs. 


pe Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chef Justice, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, 
and Mr, Justice Milter. 


. RADHA CHARAN GHATAK anp orupes (Prainrurrs) v. ZAMIRUN- 


NISA KHANUM (Dsrenpant).* T 


Mesne Profits—Possessory Decree—Act XIV. of 1859, $. 15, Sept. 9. 


‘A. decree for possession in a suit under section 15 of Act XIV. of 1859, is primå - 
facie evidence that the plaintiff in that suit is entitled to recover from the defend- 
ant therein, mesne profits for the period of dispossession. 


THIS was asuit for mesne profits of a certain share in Kismata 
Ramhari and others, for the year 1272 (1866), valued at Rs. 74-11, 
which the plaintiffs, who had recovered possession from the 
defendant, under section 15 of Act XIV. of 1859, sought to 
obtain from the defendant, for the time during which they alleged 
that she had been in wrongful possession. 

The defendant contended, inter alia, that the pluintiffs were not 
entitled to recover mesne profits, without proving their title to 
the disputed property. 


* Special Appeals, Nos. 10 to 20 of 1868, under section 15 of the Letters Patent 
of 1865, for the High Court ut Calcutta, troma judgment of Mr. Justice Macpher- 
gon and Mr. Justice E. Jackson, dated the 20th May 1865, in Special Appeals 
Nos. 2097, 2996, 2298 to 2301, 3284, 3285, and 3286, from decre¢s of the Judge of 
Rajshabye. 

11—C 
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The Moonsiff gave a decree for the plaintiffs for the amount 
sued for. 


On appeal, the Judge affirmed the decision of the Moonsiff. 


The following were the judgments of the Division Bench: 


E. JACKSON, J.—I would dismiss these appeals. They are 
for the mesne profits of certain lands from which the defendant 
had forcibly dispossessed the plaintiffs, and to possession of which 
the plaintiffs were restored by a suit under section 15, Act XIV. 
of 1859. The plaintiffs now sue to recover the amount collected 
by the defendant during the period: she held possession. The 
Judge has decreed the claim upon the strength of the posseasory 
decree, without going into the title of the parties. It is con- 
tended, for the defendant, on special appeal, that the plaintiffs 


. must prove their title before they can recover the mesne profits, 


I admit that, as a general rule, mesne profits cannot be recover- 
ed until title is established. But the.decree in the suit for 
possession is, in my opinion, sufficient title to recover from 
the defendant what she has obtained by force, and illegally, 
The title of the plaintiffs to possession carries with it the 
title to recover the mesne profits during the time they were 
dispossessed, It may be that the defendant holds a superior 
title to the plaintiffs, but it does not follow that she is entitled 
to retain these mesne profits, as it may also be that she labors 
under some disability in asserting her title. For instance, it 
may be that the defendant, having been out of possession for 
more than 12 years, is barred from a hearing on the question 
of title. In such a case it would not be right that the question, 
as to whether the plaintiffs should receive the mesne profits 
during the time they were forcibly ‘and illegally kept out of pos- 
session, should depend on the decision on an issue as to whether 
the plaintiffs or the defendant has the superior title to the lands, 
The plaintiffs, though holding no superior title, would be 
entitled to the mesne profits. 


MACPHERSON, J.—I do not concur in the judgment of Mr. 
Justice E. Jackson. 


f 
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I think that the appellant’s first ground of appeal is good, 1868 
and that the respondents are not entitled to a decree for mesne Ravna 
profits without proving their title. amanan 

The mere decree in the suit for possession in no degree pines E 
shews that the respondents have any right to the collections Kuanum. 
made by the appellant; and, for all that that decree proves 
to the contrary, the appellant may be the person lawfully 
entitled to them. 

In each of these cases the decree of the lower Courts is 
reversed, and the plaintiffs’ suits are dismissed with costs both 
here and in the Courts below. 


The plaintiffs appealed under section 15 of the Letters Patent 
of the High Court 


Baboo Chandra Madhab Ghose (with him Baboo Srinath 


“Banerjee) for plaintiffs, appellants—The objection of the 


defendant cannot avail, inasmuch as she might or might 
not bring a suit for the declaration of her title within 
12 years, whereas the plaintiffs would be altogether barred of 
their right to recover wasilat, if they failed to bring an action 
within six years from the date of the possessory decree. No 
issue was raised as to the respective titles of the parties either 
in the Court of first instance orin the Appellate Court. The 
possessory decree obtained by the plaintiffs, under section 15 
of Act XIV. of 1859, is at least primé facie evidence of plaintiffs’ 
title, so as to shift the burden of proving a better title upon 
the defendant. 


Mr. Paul (with him Baboo Walit Chandra Sen) for 
defendant, respondent.—Section 15 of Act XIV. of 1859 
was enacted in lieu of section 4 of Act IV. of 1840, which 
contained a similar provision. The object of the Legislature 
in making this enactment was simply to restore a party 
to possession, when his possession was disturbed, in order to 
prevent affray and preserve peace. A summary decree, under 
section 15 of Act XIV. of 1859, wholly leaves the question of - 
title undetermined and open between the parties, That section 
does not contain any provision for mesne profits. A possessory 
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decree under the aforesaid section, ordering a party to be 
restored to possession, does not necessarily entitle him to recover 
wasilat. For, if this were so, the claim for mesne profits could be 
very properly included in the summary snit for possession, 
instead of leaving the successful party to institute a fresh suit 
for recovery of mesne profits, after having obtained a decree for 
possession. But section 15 does not warrant the joinder of a 
claim of wasilat in a suit for possession. But it is otherwise 
in an ordinary regular suit instituted under Act VIII of 1859, 
where the tyo things, viz., possession and mesne profits, can be 
recovered in one and the same action. From this it clearly 
appears, that a mere decree in a summary suit for possession in 
no degree shows that the decree-holder has any right to the 
collections made by his opponent. The right to obtain summary 
possession is entirely distinct from that of recovering mesne 
profits. The two rights are based ona wholly different state of 
things. Mesne profits cannot be recovered until title is esta- 
blished. In the present caso, the question of title has not been 
adjudicated upon. It is a question affecting the jurisdiction of the 
case. The Courts below could, of their own motion, have raised the 
point, and decided accordingly. Hence there has been a failure 
of justice and defect of investigation. Although the defendant 
did not distinctly raise the question of title, yet it was patent 
on the face of the proceedings. The determination of title was so 


‘essential to the trial of this suit, that the ends of justice require 
-that the point “should be enquired into and finally adjudicated 


upon, consequently the case ought to be remanded to the lower 
Court to allow the parties an opportunity of establishing their 
respective title, otherwise there can be no satisfactory decision 
on the question, whether or not the plaintiffs are ertitled to claim 


-wasilat. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Peacock, C. J.—We are of opinion that the plaintiffs are 
entitled to the decree which they obtained, and that the special 
appeal to the High Court ought to have been dismissed. 

The suit was brought for the mesne profits of a 7-anna odd 
share of certain kismats, of which share the plaintiff recovered 
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possession against the defendant in a suit brought under section 1868 
15, Act XIV. of 1859. That decree, as between the plaintiffs Ravua 
and the defendant, was evidence for the plaintiffs that they had OBARAN 
been dispossessed by the defendant of that share, and that the REENA 
Court had ordered them to be restored to the possession, In Kuaxum. 
that suit it was not competent to the Court to determine the 
question of title. The plaintiffs having been restored to posses- 
sion of the share, commenced a suit against the defendant to 
recover the mesne profits thereof, which the defendant had 
collected whilst she was in possession of it; and the issue raised 
by the Moonsiff was, whether the kismats in question were 
included in the decree; that is to say, whether the 7-anna odd 
share, of which the plaintiffs had recovered possession, was a share 
of those kismats. That issue was fouud in favor of the plain- 
tiffs, and they recovered Rs. 74-11, the mesne profits of the 
share. The defendant, in the suit for mesne profits, had a right 
to have the question of title tried; but the prior possession of 
the plaintiffs, to what they had been restored under the Act XIV. 
decree, was sufficient primd facie evidence of their title to warrant 
a decree in their favor against the defendant for the mesne profits, 
unless she could prove a better title. No issue was raised as 
to the defendant’s title to the share, and no appeal was preferred 
by the defendant to the Judge, upon the ground that no issue 
had been raised by the Moonsiff as to her title. This case 
involves a mere pecuniary demand of Rs. 74-11, and does 
not affect any question of title between the parties. It has now 
arrived at n fourth stage, and it is too late for the defendant to 
ask to have the case remanded to the Moonsiff to try a question 
of title which, if the Moonsiff was wrong in not trying it origi- 
nally, ought to have been made a ground of objection in the 
second stage, viz., in the regular appeal to the Judge. 

The main ground of appeal is, whether a suit for wasilat 
founded on a decree obtained under section 15, Act XIV. of 1859, 
can be maintained. It was contended before the Judge that 
no such suit for wasilat could be maintained until the defend- 
ant, who had been ordered to restore possession, should have 
brought a suit to declare her right, and had had that suit dis- 
missed. If such contention could be supported, the plaintiffs 
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might be altogether deprived of the mesne profits which had 
been collected by the defendant after she had turned them out 
of possession, and during the time that she retained it; for it 
does not necessarily follow that the defendant’ ever would bring 
a suit to have her title declared; and even if she should bring 
a suit, she may, as pointed out by the Judge, bring it at any 
time within 12 years, whereas the plaintiffs’ suit for mesne 
profits must be brought within six years. 


Mr. Paul, in hig argument, admitted that a suit for mesne 
profits is in the nature of an action of trespass for damages. 
Such a suit, according to English law, may be maintained as soon 
as a plaintiff has recovered possession in an action of ejectment. 
It has been held that prior possession is a sufficient title to 
maintain ejectment. So, it appears to me that the plaintiffs’ 
prior possession and the dispossession by the defendant was 
sufficient primd facie evidence, after the plaintiffs had been 
restored to possession under section 15, Act XIV. of 1859, to 
entitle them to maintain a suit for mesne profits, Although the 
defendant, in the suit under Act XIV. of 1859, could not set up 
title as an answer to the restoration of possession, she was not 
precluded in this suit for mesne profits from proving, if she 
could, that at the time when she dispossessed the plaintiffs, and 
at the time when she collected those profits, she was entitled 
to the property, and the plaintiffs, although in possession; had no 
title to it. In the absence, however, of such proof on the part 
of the defendant, there was no error in law in awarding mesue 
profits to the plaintiff. 

For these reasons I am of opinion that the decree of the 
Division Bench ought to be reversed, and that the decision of 
the lower Appellate Court ought to be affirmed with costs ; 
and the appellant ought to pay the costs of the special appeal 
to the High Court, as well as of the appeal from the Division 
Bench. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 
AGA MOHAMMED JAFFER TEHRANI v. MIRZA NAZIRULLAH.* 


Commission— Native State or Prince in Alliance—Admissibility of Evidence 
Act VIII. of 1859, 8s. 177, 178, and 179, 


The kingdom of Ava is not the territory of a native prince, or state in alliance 
with the British Government, within the meaning of section 177 of Act VIII. of 
1859. 

A commission for the exanrination of a witness, at Mandalay, can only issue 
from the High Court. $ 

The consent of parties is not requisite to the admissibility of evidence taken 
under such commission, if the examination have been upon oath or affirmation. 


Tae following case was submitted for the decision of the 
High Court by the Recorder of the Court of Rangoon, under 
Act XXI. of 1863, section 22. 

“ The first question is, whether a commission for the exami- 
nation of a witness, at Mandalay, in the territories of the King 
of Ava, ought to be sent by this Court under the 177th section 
of Act VIII. of 1859, or whether this Court ought to apply to 
the High Court to send such a commission under section 178. 

“ Itis contended by the advocate for the defendant, that 
Mandalay is not within the territories of a native prince or state 
in alliance with the British Government, within the meaning of 
the 177th section. 

“ It appears to me that this contention is wrong. There is 
no treaty of alliance, offensive and defensive, between the Queen 
of England and the King of Ava, so that the two states cannot 
be said to be in alliance according to the definitions of Wheaton. 
But at the same time there is a commercial treaty between the 
two Governments, and we have a political agent at the Court 
of Mandalay, (see Political Notification, No. 672, dated Simla, 
June 3rd, 1858.) It has been held that Cabul is in alliance 
with the British Government within the meaning of section 


* Reference by the Recorder of. Rangoon. 
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177, see Metir Banoo v. Mahomed Moom Khan (1). I am 
not aware whether there be or no a treaty of alliance 
between the British Government and that of Cabul; and it 
seems to me that section 177 would practically be of little use 
if the power of the Court to send a commission depended on 
the existence of such a treaty. 

“If, however, their Lordships should consider that the com- 
mission shouldbe sent by the High Court, which, I take for 
granted, corresponds with the Sudder Court alluded to in section 
178, then I would request them to direct a commission in this 
case to, &c. 

“ The second question, which I am desired to refer to their 
Lordships, is whether the depositions of witnesses taken under a 
commissien, sent to Mandalay, under either of the two sections, 
177 or 178, can be read in evidence except by consent? 

“ Section 179 says, that ‘no deposition taken under a com- 
mission shall be read in evidence without the consent of the 
party against whom the same may be offered, unless it be proved 
that the deponent is beyond the jurisdiction of the Court, or 
dead, or unable from sickness or infirmity to attend to be 
personally examined, or distant, without collusion, more than a 
hundred miles from the place where the Court is held, or 
exempted by reason of rank or sex from personal appearance 
in Court, or unless the Court shall, at its discretion, dispense 
with the proof of any of the above circumstances, or shall autho- 
rize the deposition of any witness being read in evidence not- 
withstanding proof that the causes for taking such deposition 
have ceased at the time ‘of reading the same.’ This section 
does not, it seems to me, make the deposition evidence, even 
supposing the witness be dead, or sick, or absent, &c. It only 
provides, that it shall not be evidence, unless he be dead, sick, 
or absent, &c. Section 175 gives the Court power to give 
directions for taking the examination of witnesses under the 
commission, but it would be impossible, as I am informed in the 
present case, to obtain the deposition of some of the witnesses 
whose evidence is required upon oath, as they are officials of 
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the Burmese Court, and would refuse to be sworn, even if an 
oath could be imposed. It appears to me that the deposition of 
a witness, taken on oath in a semi-barbarous country, where 
the penalties attaching to perjury are merely nominal, could 


hardly be read in evidence in a Court of Justice in the British i MIRZA 


Territories, unless by consent of parties.” 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Peacoox, C. J.—We are of opinion that the Kingdom of 
Ava is not the territory of a native prince or state in alliance 
with the British Government within the meaning of section 177 
of Act VIII. of 1859, for we are not aware of any treaty of 
alliance between the two Governments. The case, therefore, 
appears to fall within section 178, and we have directed a 
commission to issue under that section. If the witnesses be 
examined upon oath or affirmation, the evidence will be 
admissible without consent of parties upon proof being given in 
the Recorder’s Court of such fact as is required by section 179 
of Act VIII. of 1859 to be proved, in order to render the 
depositions capable of being read in evidence. 

We have no power-to compel the witnesses to attend 
before the commissioner for examination, or to take any 
oath or affirmation, or to give evidence. If the evidence 
be given on oath or affirmation, as required by the commission, 
the evidence will be admissible. The weight to be attached to 
it will be matter for the Recorder to decide. 


Before Mr. Justice Phear and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 
RAMKUMAR MANDAL anp orams (Darenpants) v. BRAJAHARI 
MRIDHA (Prarnrey.*) 


Lease at Annual Rent (A AAT) —Registration—Act XX. of 1866, s. 19, 0.4. 


A lease for no definite time, but fixing an annual rent (a ARA), falls with- 
in clause 4 of sec. 17 of Act XX. of 1866, and must be registered in order to be 
admissible in evidence. 


THIS was a suit for declaration of a right of fishery in certain 
jalkar land, on ‘the allegation that the plaintiff was the lessee 


* Special Appeal, No. 1951 of 1868, from a decree of the Subordinate Judge of 
24-Pergunnahs, affirming a deciee of the Moonsiff of that District, 
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1868 thereof, under a potta from the proprietor, Panchu Lashkar; and 
“Rauxuman that he had been dispossessed by the defendants. 

MANDAT The defendants set up in their defence that the plaintiffs lease 

Braganakt was a collusive transaction ; that he was never in the enjoyment of 


eerie the right of fishery; and that the jalkar land in question was 
covered by their jotedari potta, dated 10th Ashar 1273 (23rd June 
1866.) . 

The following is a translation of the potta under which the 
defendants claimed : i 

“To Ramkumar Mandal.—We execute this potta, after ob- 
taining kabuliat of the parcels of land situate within the boun- 
daries mentioned in the potta, at an annual rent of Rs. 16. 
According to the instalments hereinafter mentioned, you shall 
pay the rent year after year. If the rent be not paid, it will be 
realized according to law. Preserving the boundaries, you will 
cultivate the land, and enjoy .and possess the same. To this 
intent, on receiving the kabuliat, we execute this potta. Dated 
1273, 10th Ashar (23rd June 1866.”) 
` The Moonsiff gave a decree for the plaintiff. 

On appeal, the Principal Sudder Ameen held, that defendant’s 
potta not being a registered document, was not admissible as 
evidence, since it came into existence after the Registration Act 
came into operation. He dismissed the appeal. 

The defendants appealed specially, on the ground, inter alia, 
that their potta was not of the class of documents whose regis- 
tration has been made compulsory by law. 


Baboos Mahesh Chandra Bose and Nilmadhab Bose for appellant. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Parar, J.—The defendant’s case in this suit rested upon a 
title which he set up under a certain potta, which the lower 
Court refused to receive as evidence, on the ground that it was 
not registered. The term of this potta is expressed by the 
common form with which we are so familiar (aa aaa) shan 


ba-shan. This has been invariably interpreted by this Court 
to mean a year-by-year-tenancy, that is a tenancy which is cer- 
tain for the period of one year, and will continue beyond that 
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period until it is properly put an end to by either party. We 1868 
think that a potta, the term of which is defined by these words, Kantoian 
falls within the 4th clause of section 17, Act XX. of 1866; and v. 
that it isa lease for a term exceeding one year. Therefore, by ee 
the provisions of that section, the document must be registered, 
otherwise, by section 49 of the same Act, it cannot be received 
as evidence in any Court whatever. If follows that the firat 
objection made on special appeal to the judgment of the Court 
below falls to the ground. The remaining objection is one 

_ which is based upon the nature of the title of the defendant, 
but inasmuch as the title-deed, which is the primary evidence of 
that title, cannot be received, the Court would have been wrong 
if it had looked at secondary evidence of thesame. This objec- 
tion, therefore, also fails, and the special appeal must be dismissed 
with costs. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Miller. 
RAJCHANDRA BOSE v. DHARMACHANDRA BOSE." eos 
ov. 28, 
Moveable Property—Jurisdiction of Small Cause Court—Act XI. of 1865. 


Huts are not “ moveable property ” within the moaning of Act XI of 1865, 


Tus was a reference by the Judge of the Small Cause Court 
of Jessore. In stating the case he said: 

“ This is a suit brought under section 246 of Act VIIL of 1859, 
by the plaintiff, to establish his right to the huts mentioned in 
the plaint, and to recover possession of the same; but there is 
no prayer in the alternative for the value of the same. 

“ Two questions, therefore, arise: Firstly, whether huts in 
this country are to be considered personal property ; and, 
secondly, whether the suit, as laid in the plaint, is cognizable 
by a Small Cause Court. 

“ I think that huts should not be considered personal or move- 
able property in this country, and that no action for the recovery 
of the same or its value can lie in a Small Cause Court, and that 


* Reference by the Judge of the Small Oause Court of Jessore. 
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huts ought not to be attached in execution of a decree of such 


BEE SOSA aCourt. The plaintiffs suit has, accordingly, been dismissed 


v, 
Drarara- 
CHANDRA 

Bosz. 


with costs, contingent on the opinion of the honorable Judges of 
the High Court.” 


The Judge, in the statement of the case referred by him, 
alluded to the decision of Bayley and Macpherson, JJ., in 
Kasichandra Dutt v. Jadunath Chucherbutty (1). 


The judgment of the High Court was delivered by 


Pracoon, C. J.—We think that the opinion expressed by the 
Small Cause Court -Judge is ‘correct. We think that huts are 
not moveable property within the meaning of section 19 of 
the Small Cause Court Act, and consequently that they cannot be 
seized in execution. The word “moveable” in that section 
is used in contra distinction to the. word “immoveable” in 
section 20. The word used is “ moveable” not “ removeable,” 
and that word does not, in our opinion, comprehend any thing 
which the judgment-debtor has a right to remove. It means 
property which is capable of being moved in its existing state. 
A. man has a right to remove a house’ which is built upon his 
own land, butit could not be contended that a pucka house 
built by a man upon his own land is moveable property, because 
he had a right to remove it,and that the land itself is immove- 
able. If a house built upon a man’s own landis not moveable 
property, a house built upon a land which is rented from another 
does not seem to fall within the word “ moveable.” If sucha 
house is not moveable property, there seems to be no reason 
why a mud house should be held to be moveable property ; and 
thesame reasoning appears to be applicable to a hut. In any 
one of these cases, a right to remove may exist, and the mate- 
rials of which the erection is composed are capable of being 
removed, although the removal in one case would be attended 
with greater degree of labor than-in the other. But the ques- 
tion as to whether the property is moveable or not, cannot 
depend upon the amount of labor which is required to remove 
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it. The words “personal property” in section 6 seem to be 
used in the sense of moveable property; for as regards Hindus 
and Mohammedans, there is no distinction between real and 
personal property, the distinction being between moveable and 
immoveable. That the word “personal” is used in section 6 
as referring to moveable property, is borne out to some extent 
by section 19, which gives power to issue execution against 
the moveable property of the debtor; and in the subsequent 
part of it uses the word “personal” apparently in the sense 
of moveable. The words are “if the warrant be directed 
against the moveable property of the judgment-debtor, it may 
be general against any personal property of the judgment-debtor 
wherever it may be found within the local limits of the juris- 
diction of the Court, or special against any personal property 
belonging to the judgment-debtor within the same limits, and 
which shall be indicated by the judgment-creditor. ” 

There is no more reason why the Small Cause Court should 
have power to seize in execution a hut erected upon a small 
piece of land than it should have to seize the land itself. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Milter, 
In tuna MATTER of KOKYA DINE, peczasxp.* 
Will of a Buddhist—Indian Succession Act ( X of 1865), s. 831. 


Probates may be granted of the will of a Buddhist made after the lst January 
1866. It is not necessary that the will of a Buddhist should be executed according 


. to the formalities required by the Indian Succession Act. 


Tue following case was stated for the decision of the High 
Court by the Recorder of Rangoon. 

“ Mah Mee, Mah Lay, and Moung Yoon, the children of 
Kokya Dine, deceased, ask for probate of the will of Kokya 
Dine. 

“ The deceased was a Buddhist, and the petitioners are Bud- 
dhists. 

“ The deceased died upon the 3rd of September 1868, leaving 
property, both real and personal, within the jurisdiction of this 
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Court, and leaving a will dated the first day of the waning moon 
of Tandelin 1230 Burmese, corresponding with the lat of 


Koxya Drwm, September 1868. 


DECEASED, 


“ The applicants contend that they are executors appointed 
by this will, by implication. 

s“ The application was made on the 14th of September 1868. 
The usual citations were issued, and the case came on for hear- 
ing on the 14th of October 1868, when Mr. Nicolson, advocate, 
appeared for Moung Lay, the widower of the eldest daughter of 
the deceased, and objected, among other things, that this Court 
has no jurisdiction, because the deceased was a Buddhist, and 
that his will could not be admitted to probate by reason of the 
331st section of the Indian Succession Act of 1865. He took a 
further objection that the will was-not signed as required by 
that Act. These two objections cannot, it seems to me, both be 
good; if the Indian Succession Act does not permit of the grant 
of probate to the will of a Buddhist, on the ground that he 
belonged to a class excepted by the 331st section, it cannot apply 
to his will, so as to invalidate it for non-compliance with the 
forms prescribed by the Act itself. And if the will of a Bud- 
dhist made after the Ist of January 1866, needs to be executed, 
according to the forms prescribed by Part 5 of the Indian Suc- 
cession Act, it cannot be objected that the District Court has 
no jurisdiction to grant probate under Part 31. 

“ The questions I wish to submit to their Lordships, are: 

1.—Can the District Judge grant probate under the Indian 


Succession Act of 1865 to the will of a Buddhist, the will being © 


made after the 1st January 1866? 

2,—Is it necessary that the will of a Buddhist should be exe- 
cuted according to the formalities required by the Indian Suc- 
cession Act, in order to support an application for a grant of 
probate under that Act. 

‘«« With regard to the first question, it seems to me, that there 
is nothing in the wording of section 331 óf the Indian Succes- 
sion Act of 1865, expressly taking away, in the case of the will of 
a Buddhist, the general jurisdiction given to the District Judge 
by section 235 in granting probates in all cases within his jurie- 
diction. Section 331 refers in its first part to intestate and testa- 
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mentary successions, and exempts Buddhists among others from 1868 


the operation of the Act so far as those subjects are con- RTE., 
cerned. By that I understand that, in the case of the will of a Korri Drg, 
Buddhist, it shall not be governed by the rules of law laid down eee 
in the Act, that is to say, it shall not require to be executed as 
prescribed in Part 8, or attested as required in Part 10, and that 
it shall not be construed by the rules laid down in Part 2 and 
so on, not that it shall not be admitted to probate. 

“ The Succession Act consists, it seems to me, of two distinct 
portions, The first portion relating to substantive law and the 
last to’mere rules of procedure. It may very well be that the 
part of the Act dealing with substantive law} is not to be applied 
in the case of a Buddhist, while the part relating to procedure 

- is to be so applied, the object of section 331 being to prevent inter- 
ference with the rules relating to the devolution of property after 
death in the cases of certain excepted classes. The same 
objection does not apply to matters of mere procedure, and, as a 
matter of fact, probate was constantly granted in the late Supreme 
Courts and in the High Courts at the Presidency Towns 
-before the Act of 1865 came into operation. In the case of 
Kameenee Dosseev. Bissonath Ghose (1) probate was granted 
to the will of a Hindu, also one of an excepted class, after the 
Act came into operation, but it may be said, that the will in that 
case was dated prior to the 1st of January 1866, and ao that the 
case fell within the exception in the second part of section 331. 
I have been unable to find any reported case of the grant of 
probate to the will (dated after the lst of January 1866) of a 
Hindu, Mahomedan, or Buddhist, after the Indian Succession 
Act came into operation, but this circumstance is no evidence 
that such grants are never made. In the case of Sharo Bibi v, 
Baldeo Das (2), it was said, that as regards the will of a Hindu, 
the executor takes nothing from the grant. His title is founded 
solely and simply on the will of the testator considered as an 
instrument of gift. Except for the purposes of evidence, the will 
of a Hindu does not require probate. See also Tiruvalur v. 
Kirustnappa Mudali (3). These were both cases of probate 


()2LI,N8, 6 (@)1BLR(0.0),24 (8) 1 Mad. H. C. Rep, 59. 
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1868 granted under the old law, but Mr. Justice Norman in Sharo Bib: 
m tHE v., Baldeo Das (1), speaking in 1867, uses the present tense, from 
Korra ne which it may be inferred that the will of a Hindu does require 
DECEASED. probate for the purposes of evidence. My own opinion is, that the 
District Court has jurisdiction to grant probate to the will of a 
Buddhist made after the Ist of January 1866. But that it 

is not necessary that the will should be executed according to 


the formalities required by the Indian Succession Act.” 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Pxracoox, C. J.,—We are of. opinion that in this case the view' 
taken by the learned Recorder is correct, and that prohate may 
be granted of the will of a Buddhist made after the lst of 
January 1866, but that it is not necessary that the will of a. 
Buddhist should be executed according to the formalities 
required by the Indian Succession Act. . 


Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Jusitee Mitter. 

1868 RAJIB LOCHAN (Dersnparrt) v. BIMALAMANI DASI AND ornens 
Nov. 11. (PLAINTIFFS) AND OTHERS (DEreNDAnTs.)* . 
Setting aside Sale—Refund of Purchase-money—Act VIIL of 1859, s. 258. 
Section 258, Act VIIL of 1859, only applies to cases where a sale of immoveable | 

property has been set aside under circumstances which would, under Act VII. of 
1859, authorize such a proceeding. The fact that the party whose right, title, and 
interest were gold, had no interest at all, or less than ¥ was supposed, is no ground for 
setting aside the sale. 

THIS was a suit to set aside a sale, and to recover the purchase- 
money paid under the sale, which was of the rights and interests 
of one Radhamohan Das, in execution of a decree obtained 
against him by one Ramanand Rakhit, on the ground that the 
rights and interests of Radhamohan Das’were not what they 
had been alleged to be. 

The purchaser (the special appellant) and the decreeholder 
were both parties to this suit. The Principal Sudder Ameen 


- Special Appeals, Nos. 1081 and 1077 of ‘1868, from a decree of the Officiating 
Judge of Midnapore, reversing a decree of the Principal Budder Ameen of that 
district. i 

(1) 1B. L. R. (O. C.), 24. 
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decreed that the sale should be set aside, and the purchaser 
should receive back his purchase-money. ‘This decision was 
affirmed on appeal by the Zilla Judge. 

But on the application of one of the decreeholders, the judgment 
on appeal was reviewed by the Judge, and he finally determined 
that the sale should not be set aside; and he ordered the suit to 
be dismissed with costs. 


Baboos Mahendra Lal Shome and Bhabani Charan Dutt for 
appellant. 


Baboo Ashutosh Dhur for respondents. 


JACKSON, J. (After stating the facts.)—It appears to us 
quite clear, that under the circumstances of the case, the sale 
could not be set aside. Section 258 provides for the refund 
of the purchase-money when a sale of immoveable property 
has been set aside under circumstances which, under the pro- 
visions of the Procedure Code, authorize such a proceeding; but 
I am not aware of any authority of law for setting aside a sale, 
on the ground that the party whose right, title, and interest were 
sold had no interest at all, or had a less interest than was 
supposed. . 

We are referred to a decision in the case of Grish Chandra 
Poddar v. Sukhada Moyi Debi (1), in which a different doctrine 
has, no doubt, been held; and if it were necessary, we should have 
been obliged to refer the question to the decision of a Full 
Bench. But such reference is not necessary in the present case. 
It is sufficient to say that, whereas in the case referred to, the 
sale had been rightly or wrongly set aside, and it was held that, 


„in consequence, the purchaser was entitled to a refund of his 


purchase-money ; in this case, on the contrary, the sale has not 
been, and, in my opinion, could not be, set aside. Consequently, 
‘the purchaser is not entitled, under section -258, to a refund. 

The special appeal must, therefore, be dismissed with costs. 
Special appeal No. 1077, between the same parties, is governed 
by the same decision. i 


(1) 1 W. R., 55. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


BHAGAWANI KUNWAR (Dersnpant) v, LALA BAIJNATH 
PRASAD (Puaintirr.)* 
Set-off—Act VIII. of 1889, s. 121. 

A, by deed of zurpeshgi, let certain lands to B, to secure a sum advanced by him to 
her and interest thereon. B covenanted to pay certain dues annually to A, On failure 
by B, A obtained a decree against him for the amount, In execution of a decreee 
against B, C purchased his interest in the sum secured by the deed of zurpeshgi, 
and sued A to recover the same. Held, A was entitled in such suit to set off the 
amount of the decree obtained by her against B. 


Tue defendant, Bhagawani Kunwar, was owner of a share in 


" Manze J ehangirpore, Zilla Patna. By a deed of zurpeshgi she 


let 24-annas of her share to Ramnath Sahu, Biku Sahu, and 
Jatoni Sahu, from 1265 F. S. to 1273 F. S. (1859 to 1867), in 
consideration of 15,000 rupees received from them, onewhich she 
was to pay interest at the rate of 84 annas per 100 rupees, and in 
which sum and interest it was thereby declared, they were inter- 
ested in equal third. The lessees covenanted to pay to the lessor ` 
annually Rupees 629-12, and Government revenue Rupees 1,414. 
Ramnath Sahu failed to pay any dues to the lessor, or public 


_revenue, from 1266 to 1268 F. S. (1860-1862) and Bhagawani 


Kunwar obtained a decree against him for a sum‘on those accounts 
amounting in all to Rupees 5,967-11-1. 

On the 27th May 1865, the plaintiff purchased Ramnath 
Sahu’s interest in the lease, which , was sold in execution of a 
decree obtained against him, in the Court of the Principal Sud- 
der Ameen, and thus he became the assignee of the debt due 
from Bhagawani Kunwar to Ramnath, in respect of his one-third 
share, in the 15,000 rupees and interest. The plaintiff now sued 
for this amount, with interest at 1 per-cent. per mensem. The 
defendant sought to set off against the claim the debt due to 
her from Ramnath, under the decree which she had obtained 
against him. 

On 29th August 1867, the Principal Sudder Ameen made the 
following decree : A 


* Regular Appeal, No, 61 of 1868, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
of Patna, 
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“ That rupees 6,000, with interest at 8 annas per cent. per 1868 
mensem, be decreed against Bhagawani Kunwar only; that Bracawant 
interest up to yesterday be charged at that rate; that interest on B°™4® 
the whole amount decreed, including costs of the suit, which are TATA BAT 
hereby decreed, be charged from this date at 12 per cent. per 
annum, up to the time of realization.” 


The defendant appealed to the High Court. 
Mr. R. E. Twidale and Moulvi Mohammed Y; usaf for appellant, 


Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee and Hem Chandra Banerjee 
for respondents. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Peacock, C J.—The plaintiff purchased a debt due from 
the defendant to Ramnath, but the defendant had received a 
decree ‘against Ramnath for a certain amount arising out of the 
same transaction. According to the English law, the plaintiff, 
as the assignee of Ramnath’s interest in the debt, would have had 
to sue the defendant in the “name of Ramnath, as plaintiff. If 
that had been done in the present case, it is clear that the defend- 
ant might have set off the debt due from Ramnath to her. 
According to the equity and good conscience administered in the 
mofussil, the plaintiff was entitled to sue the defendant in his own 
name for the debt due from the defendant to Ramnath, which he 
purchased; but the same equity and good conscience, which 
allows the plaintiff to sue for the debt due to Ramnath entitles 
the defendant to set off, as against the plaintiff, the debt which 
was due from Ramnath to her at the time of the plaintiff's pur- 
chase, and of which the plaintiff had notice. Under these cir- 
cumstances the defendant is entitled to set off the amount of the 
decree recovered by the defendant against Ramnath, with inter- 
est from the date of the decree to the date of the judgment 
in the lower Court in this case, that is to say the 29th August 
1869. The amount of the interest will be calculated by the 
Officer of the Court at 12 per cent., the rate given by the decree ; 
the principal and interest due on the decree will be deducted 
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1868 from the amount awarded to the plaintiff; and the decree of the 
Buacaw4*t lower Court amended by giving a decree to the plaintiff for the 
ee DaN balance. 

watHPrasap. The costs of this appeal and the costs in the lower Court will 


be borne by the parties in proportion to the amounts decreed and 
disallowed. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


1868 MUSST. ZAHURAN (Prammer) v W. TAYLER anv 
ANOTHER (Darsroaxnrs.)* 


Sale after Attachment—Caveat Emptor—Fraud, 


T sold a mauza, of which he was owner, to Z. Atthe time of sale, the mauza 
was under attachment in execution of a decree obtained against T by R. Z paid 
. the amount of that decree to prevent the property, which she had purchased, being 
sold in execution. Z was under no obligation otherwise to pay the amount of the 
decree, Held, Z was entitled to recover against T the amount so paid. 


THIS suit was brought in the Court of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen of Patna, under the following circumstances: 

It appeared that the defendant, Mr. Tayler, through his agent 
H. Kelly, the other defendant, by a deed of sale, dated 11th 
October 1866, sold to the plaintiff his mauza Dergaun, for the 
sum of Rs. 55,000. ` ' 

The plaintiff alleged that at the time of the sale, Mr. Tayler 
concealed, or did not make known to her, the fact that at that time 
the mauza was under attachment in execution of a decree against 
him, held by Rani Asmedh Koer; that in order to preserve her 
property, the plaintiff was obliged to pay the amount of the 
decree. She now sued for the amount so paid, ,viz., Rupees 
11,381-13-6 principal, and Rupees 1,024-94 interest. It was 
contended, for the defendant, that the plaintiff was bound to 
inform herself of all the circumstances advantageous or disadvan~ 
tageous connected with the property ; and that if she voluntarily, 
and without consulting the defendant, chose to pay off the decree, 

~ ghe could not recover the money so paid by her; that the plaintiff 


had full knowledge of the attachment when she bought the pro- 


* Regular Appeal, No. 67, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of Patna. 
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perty; and that the real value of the property being 88,000 
rupees, she having bought it for Rupees 55,000, without having 
raiged any objection to the purchase on the score of the attach- 
ment of which she was cognisant, she had no reason to complain 
even though she had to pay off the decreeliolder. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen considered that, on the prin- 
ciple of caveat emptor, she, plaintiff, had bought the property 
“with all faults,” as she had not enquired whether there was any 
defect in the title or possession, or any lien on the property. 
That no concealment of the attachment, which was known through 
the village, had been attempted by the defendant, and citing the 
case of Bhowanidin Sukul v. Aymanchand Bibi (1) held, that as 
the plaintiff had paid off the attachment voluntarily, she had no 
right to sue for the amount so paid. He, therefore, dismissed 
the plaintiff's suit. 


The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 
Mr. R. E. Twidale and Mr. C. Gregory for appellant. 


Mr. Paul (with him Baboos Ram Chandra Banerjee and 
Amarnath Bose) for respondents, relied mainly on the evidence 
as showing that the plaintiff had notice of the attachment; and 
cited the following cases: Jain Sing v. Tiluckdhari Pattak (2) 
Baboo Luchmipat v. Lekraj Roy (3); Khadem Hossein Khan v, 
Kali Prasad Sing (4). 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Pxrscoox, C. J.—It appears to me that this is a very clear 
case. The plaintiff seeks to recover the sum of Rupees 12,406 
and 7 annas, which she paid on account of Mr. William Tayler, 
im discharge of a decree which Rani Asmedh Koer had received 
against him. It is almost unnecessary to consider whether the 
plaintiff was a volunteer in paying this money, or whether she 
paid it under compulsion, because it has been admitted by Mr. 


(1) 8. D. R., 1859, 402, (3) 8 W. B., 415. 
(2) 1 W. R., 318. (4) 8'W. R., 49, 
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Paul, the learned - counsel for Mr: Tayler, that the payment 
waa not a voluntary one. 
‘~ It appears that the plaintiff anual an estate from Mr. 


-Wiliam Tayler, for the sum of Rupees 55,000 ; that before the sale 


td the plaintiff, that estate had been attached in execution of the 
decree; and that the plaintiff ‘paid the amount of the decree 
and interest, in order to prevent the property which’she had 
purchased from being sold in execution. Itissaid by Mr. Tayler, 
that although the property was sold for Rupees 55,000, it was worth 
a great deal more, and in proof of that assertion, he has called 
a witness, who, if he is to be believed, has shewn that Mr. 
Tayler’s estimate of the value was very much under the mark, 
imasntuch as the estate was worth two lakhs, Ido not believe the 
evidence of that witness. It is improbable that he, acting as the 
agent of Mr. Tayler, would have sold for Rupees 55,000 pro- 


` perty which was worth two lakhs; but whether it was worth 


Rupees 55,000, 88,000, or 2,00,000, is wholly immaterial for the 
decision of this case. 

By section 236 of the Code of Civil Procedure, when property 
is to be attached in execution of a decree, the attachment is to 
be made by a written order, prohibiting the defendant from 
alienating the property by sale, gift, or in any other way, 
and all persons from receiving the same by purchase, gift, or 


- otherwise ; and by section 240 of the same Act, it is enacted that 


when any attachment shall have been made by actual seizure, or 
by written order as aforesaid, and in the case of an attachment by 
written order after it.shall have been duly intimated and made 
known in manner aforesaid, any private alienation of the property 
attached, whether by sale, gift or otherwise, and any payment 
of the debt or debts or dividends or shares to the defendant 
during the continuance of the attachment, shall be null and 
void. 

Mr. Tayler, therefore, must, before he sold the property, have 
been served with an order from the Court prohibiting him from 
alienating it. He must have been fully aware at the time of the 
sale, that any sale by him would be liable to be defeated by the 
decree-holder. 

Several witnesses have been called on the part of the defendant, 


; Ł 
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and have proved that the plaintiff, at the time that she purchased - 
the estate, was aware of the attachment. Eùayet Hossein-swore 
that he informed the husband of the plaintiff of the ‘attachment 
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at the time of the execution of the deed of sale. Sheikh Eusuf W Teter. 


Hossein swore that Enayet Hossein told the husband of the 
plaintiff in his presence in the house of Velayet Ali Khan, where 
the consideration-money was paid; and yet Enayet Hossein; 
who was acting for Mr. Tayler in selling the property, upon tross- 
examination stated that he did not remember at what place ‘he 
told Ahmedulla about the lien. Ahmedulla, on the other hand, 
swears that he never knew of the attachment, and if it were 
necessary to decide upon the conflicting testimony of the 
witnesses in the cause, I should have little hesitation in deciding 
that the plaintiff, at the time of the payment of the purchase- 
money, was not aware of the attachment. It is hardly, likely 
that if she had been aware of the attachment, something would 
not have been said upon the subject. Enayet Hossein, who, 
according to his own evidence, took the precaution of telling 
Abmedulla about the attachment, swears.thathe was acting for 
both parties; and yet, according to his evidence, nothing appears 
to have been said at the time of the sale as to whether the 
plaintiff in consequence of her being allowed to purchase the 
estate for what Mr. Tayler calls the trifling sum of Rupéés 


55,000, was to take upon herself to discharge the debt which ` 


Mr. Tayler owed to the Rani. Even, supposing the plaintiff 
. made a good bargain in buying this estate for Rupees 55,000, there 
was no obligation on her part, because she got the estate cheap, 
to pay Mr. Tayler’s debt. 

If it had been intended that she was not only to pay the 55,000 
rupees to Mr. Tayler, but was also to pay off the debt which 
Mr. Tayler owed to the Rani, the purchase-money would have 
been stated, as suggested by Mr. Twidale, to be the 55,000 rupees, 
and the amount of the debt added, and part of the purchase- 
money would have been paid to the decree-holder in satisfaction 
of her decree. It is clear beyond all doubt that the plaintiff has 
paid Mr. Tayler’s debt; that she was under no legal obligation 
to pay that debt as between her and Mr. Tayler ; that she did not 
pay the debt voluntarily, but under compulsion, to save the estate 


” 14—C, 
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which she had purchased, and for which she had paid, from sale 
in execution of the decree; and under the ordinary rules of law, 
of justice, and of equity, Mr. Tayler, who has had the benefit of 
having his debt discharged by the plaintiff, would be bound to 
repay the amount, Even if the plaintiff, knew that Mr. Tayler 
owed the money, and that the estate had been attached, that fact 
would make no difference unless she came under an obligation to 
Mr. Tayler to pay off that debt in consideration of his allowing 
her to have the estate for 55,000 rupees; yet Mr. Tayler contends 
that, because she got the estate cheap, she was bound to satisfy the 
decree against him. I see no reason to believe that Mr. Tayler 
would have sold the estate to the plaintiff or to any one else for 
55,000 rupees, ifhe could have got 2,00,000 or even 88,000 rupees 


. from any other person. This lady was no more bound without 


a contract to pay Mr. Tayler’s debt, because she got the estate 
for 55,000 rupees, than she was to pay Mr. Tayler the difference 
between 55,000 rupees, and 88,000 rupees, the amount at which he 
now values it, or the 2,00,000 rupees at which it was valued by 
his agent. l 

In the case of Erall and Partridge (1), which was decided on 
the principles of justice applicable as much in the mofussil as 
they were in England, it was held that where the goods of a 


`. stranger were on the premises of another person, and were dis- 
-trained by the landlord for rent in arrear, and the stranger was 


obliged to pay the rent in order to redeem his goods, he might 
recover the money paid from those who owed the rent. 

It was said by one (2) of the Judges that “ the plaintiff could 
not have relieved himself from thedistress without paying the rent. 
It was not, therefore, a voluntary, but a compulsory, payment. 
Under these circumstances, the law implies a promise by the 
three defendants to repay the plaintif.” It was said by another 
Judge (3): “One of the propositions stated by the plaintiff's 
counsel certainly cannot be supported; that whoever is benefited 
by a payment made by another is liable to an action of assumpsit 
by that other, for one person cannot, by a voluntary payment, raise 


(1) 8 T. R, 308, (8) Lawrence, J. 
(2) Grose, J. 
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an assumpsit against another ; but there was a distress for rent 
due from the three defendants; the notice of distress expressed 
the rent to be due from them all; the money was paid by the 
plaintiff in satisfaction of a demand on all, and it was paid by 
compulsion. Therefore, I am of opinion that this action may be 
maintained against all the three defendants.” l 


Here, then, was a debt of Mr. Tayler, paid under -compul- 
sion by a person who was under no obligation to pay it, and the 
plaintiff is entitled to recover the amount. It is unnecesssary, 
therefore, to consider or to decide whether there was any frau- 
dulent concealment on the part of Mr. Tayler of the fact that 
the estate had been attached, or to enter into the question whe- 
ther the recital in the deed amounted to a covenant thot Mr. 
Tayler had power to sell. 


The legal maxim, caveat emptor, has been misapplied. It is 
wholly inapplicable, and has no bearing whatever upon the pre- 
sent case. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen says, that “the concealment, if 
it was one, was by no means fraudulent;” but I feel at a loss to 
understand what notions the Principal Sudder Amcen entertains 
of fraud when he holds that if a gentleman sells an estate which 


he knows has been attached under a decree against him, and. 


conceals the fact from the purchaser, and receives the purchase- - 


money, is a concealment which does not fall within the class 
of fraudulent. 

Cases have been cited to show thatif an execution case is 
struck off the file, any attachment which has been made under 
that execution necessarily falls to the ground. j 

Section 246 of the Code of Civil Procedure enacts that, “ if the 
amount decreed, with costs and all charges and expenses which 
may be incurred by the attachment, be paid into Court, or if 
satisfaction of the decree be otherwise made, an order shall be 
issued for the withdrawal of the attachment, and if the defendant 
shall desire it, and shall deposit in Court a sum sufficient to 
cover the expense, the order shall be proclaimed or intimated 
in the same manner as hereinbefore prescribed for the proclam- 
ation or intimation of the attachment, and such steps shall be 
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taka as may be necessary for staying further proceedings in 
execution of the decree” . 
I find no authority in Act VIII. of 1859 for saying, that an 
attachment is.at end if the execution case is struck off the 
file; and, therefore, if it became necessary to decide upon that 
point, I should refer the case'to a Full.Bench. No one, I 


‘presume, will contend that if a Judge finds that he has struck 


off ‘an execution case improperly, he cannot restore it to the 
file, but that the case must proceed de nove. In this case, 
according to the statement which must be taken all together, 
“the execution decree case had been for a time struck off the 
register when the sale took place, and subsequently the 
case was revived, when a sale proclamation issued, on which 
the plaintif preferred a claim, and on the claim being rejected, 
she paid. the amount for which the property had been.attached.” 
There has been no case cited which goes to the extent of holding 
that if an execution case is struck off the file, and a proclamation 
issued upon the attachment which had issued before the case was 
struck off, the sale would be subject to all encumbrances created 
by the debtor between the time the attachment was made and the 
time the property was sold, on the ground that the effect of the 
attachment was destroyed for ever by the striking the case off the 
file. Though not expressly in point, the case of Raja Mahesh 


” Narayan Sing v. Kishanand Misr (1) has astrong bearing upon 


the point. 

For the above reasons, it appears to me that Mr. Tayler is’ 
bound to refund the money which the plaintiff was compelled to 
pay, and did pay,im order to save the estate, which she purchased ' 
and paid for, from being sold under the execution. Plaintiff is 
also entitled to interest at 12 per cent. upon that amount from 
the date of payment, viz., the 25th February 1867, to this date. 
She will also recover fromthe defendant the costs incurred by 
her in the lower Court and in this appeal. This’ decree to carry 
interest at the rate of 12 per cent. to the time of realization. 

The decree is given against Mr. Tayler alone, and the suitis . 
dismissed against Mr. Kelly, without costs, 


(1) 9 Moore’s L A., 324. 


a Reponts, 


rays 1809, 


5 


VOL. IL] APPELLATE JURISDICLION—CIVIL. . 93 


MITTER, J.—I entirely concur.. I féel no hesitation in hold- 1868 

ing that the plaintiff is entitled to recover, both upon the ground Musar. 
that she paid a debt due from Mr. Tayler to Rani Asmedh ae 
Koer, when she was under no obligation to pay it, as also upon W. TAYLER, 
the ground that a fraud has been perpetrated against her by Mr. 
Tayler in concealing from her the fact that the estate sold by 
him to her was under attachment in execution of a decree of 
Court. I should have been extremely sorry if the state of the 
law were otherwise. 


Before Mr. Justice Kemp und Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


KAILASH CHANDRA ROY anp ormars (Puarntirrs) v. HIRALAL 
SEAL AnD otners (Dererpants).* 


Enhancement of Rent—Mokurrari. 


Land had been let under different pottas to a man for building and horticultural ~ 
purposes, to be enjoyed by him, his sons, and his sons’ sons for over, at a rent men-, 
tioned in the pottas. Held, the rent was not liablo to enhancement. * 

Baboos Hem Chandra Banerjee and Ambika Charan Bose for 
appellants. 

Mr. Machenzie (with him Mr. Allan and Baboo Ashutosh Dhur) 
for respondent. 

The facts of these cases (which were heard together) and the 
arguments raised in special appeal, sufficiently appear in the 
judgment, which was delivered by 

Kemr, J.—These two cases were taken up together, and were 
very fully and ably argued on both sides. As very important 
points arise in the case, we have taken time to consider the judg- 
ment, which we now proceed to deliver. 

The plaintiffs sue to obtain from the defendants a kabuliat 
at an enhanced rate. The defendants pleaded that the lands 
were protected from enhancement by their pottas. Both Courts 
have dismissed the plaintiffs’ suits. The Judge’s decision is 
entirely based upon two decisions passed in the years 1842 and 
1844, which the Judge holds to bave decided finally that these 
pottas protect the tenure of the defendants from further enhance- - 


* Special Appeals, Nos. 789 and 902 of 1868, from decrees of the Judge of Hooghly 
affirming decrees of the Deputy Collector of that District. 
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ment. The Judge, theréfore, treating the question as res-adjudi- 
cata, has confirmed the decision of the first Court, dismissing the 


plaintiffs’ suit. Mr. Allan for the respondents took a prelimi- 


nary objection that the present suit was not cognizable in a 
Revenue Court, and in support of his argument he referred us 
to two decisions: Rani Swarnamayi v. Rev. C. Blumhardt (1) 
and Kali Krishna’ Biswas v. Srimati Janki (2). This plea 
was not taken below, and as it is one that will lead, if allowed, to 


further litigation between the parties, and put them to further , 


expense, it behoves the Court to consider very carefully whether 
the cognizance of the Revenue Courts is really barred or not. 

In the case’ of Rant Swarnamayi v. Blumhardt, the land was 
taken for the specific purpose of building a Church. In the 
other case, the land was taken for the specific purpose of con- 
structing a “ basa-bari” or lodging house. The quantity of land 
granted i in the latter case was very small; and the learned Judges 
„in that case decided that the main object of taking the lease was 
“to construct a dwelling house on the land; and ‘hat the cultiva- 
tion of the soil, if any, was entirely subordinate to that purpose. 
In the first decision quoted, the Judges laid great stress upon the 
acknowledged purpose for which the land was leased, namely, the 


* building of a Church and a School in the Church compound. In 


the present case, the original purpose for which the lands were 
taken differ materially from the purposes for which the lands were 
taken in the cases just referred to. It appears that these. lands 
were originally taken by Mr. Brightman under four pottas, 
dated respectively the 6th of Sraban 1221, the 22nd of Bhadra 
1222, the 2nd of Paush 1226, and 9th of Aghran 1223. The 
first potta was for n very small piece of land, and was taken for 


the purpose of making a garden. Inthenext year, or in Bhadra, . 


a further piece of land was taken for the purpose of building a 
house, and for a garden also; and the two latter pottas of 1223 
and 1226 were taken, we infer, for the same purpose, that is, 
for a garden. Although the pottas themselves do not specially 
state for what purpose the land was taken, we say we infer that 
these two latter pottas were taken for a garden, because there is 


(1) 9 W. R., 552. (2) 8 W. R. 250, 
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a stipulation in the potias that the lessce was to pay the Chowki- 1868 
dar’s wages to watch the garden, and not the lessor. Kaas 

g 5 ; Cuaxprua Ror 
The total area covered by these pottas is 60 bigas, 15 cottas. v. 
b ALAL SEAL, 


Now, it can hardly be said that this land, which, was originally 
taken for horticultural cultivation, is entirely subordinate to the 
house which was erected on it. We, therefore, think, that on the 
question of jurisdiction, taking into consideration that this point 
was not raised below, and that to open it now would be to bring 
upon the parties further litigation and expense; and, lastly, taking 
into consideration that the facts disclosed in those decisions do 
not in all respects tally with the facts disclosed in the present 
case, and have not hitherto been followed by other Benches, we 
overrule the preliminary objection, and proceed to try the append: ` 
on the other points raised. f 

The first point raised by Baboo Hem Chandra Banerjee tor the 
appellants was, that the Judge has based his decision entirely 
upon the two decisions of 1842 and 1844, taking these decisions 
as res-adjudicata; and as the Judge has, as alleged by the Baboo 
not taken any evidence as to the bona fides of these four pottas, 
thé pleader has pressed us to remand the case in order that the 
appellaits may have an opportunity of adducing evidence to 
show that these pottas are not genuine. We are of opinion 
that the judge was wrong im treating these decisions as res-ad- 
judicata. In one case Madhusudan was the plaintiff, and 
Livingstone, the original lessee under the pottas, was the defend- 
ant. In the other suit, Livingstone was the plaintiff, and a ryot 
subordinate to him was the defendant. . 

‘In the first suit, in which Madhusudan: was plaintiff, he 
alleged that he held 8 bigas under a potta from the prede- 
cessors of the plaintiffs in this case, and that’ Livingstone, in 
collusion with the zemindar, had disposessed him, Madusudhan, 


. of 4 bigas out of these 8 bigas. The defence of Livingstone was 


that the lands claimed formed part of the land leased to him 
under the 4 pottas which are now under consideration. The 
predecessor of the present plaintiffs supported the claim of Madhu- 
sudan. Livingstone, in support of his defence, filed these very 
4 pottas, and the suit of Madhusulan was dismissed on the 
ground that he had failed to prove that Livingstone had dis- 
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1868 possessed him of the 4 bigas, and that the land formed part of ‘the 
a Sng oe holding of Livingstone. In that case no issue was raised as to the 


v. bona fides of the 4 pottas, the subject of the present suit, and there 
HIRALAL SEAL, 
+ was no decision as between Livingstone and the present plaintiffs 
on the question of the bona fides of these pottas. In the other 
suit, in which Livingstone was plaintiff; the suit was to eject a 
ryot, on the ground, that on the terms of that ryot’s kabuliat he 
was liable to ejectment. The decision in that suit turned entirely 
upon the question whether, under the terms of the kabuliat, the 
ryot was liable to ejectment or not. In that suit, Mr. Livingstone 
obtained a decree, but no issúe was raised, nor was any decision 
come to with reference to the bona fides of these 4 pottas. We 
think that the Judge was wrong in law in holding that the ques- 
. tion of the bona fides of these pottas was finally determined by 
these decisions. 
.* We now come to the question whether we ought to remand 
= this case to enable the appellants to adduce evidence to show that 
these pottas are not bond fide. On this point, after due consideration, 
we think we should be wrong in remanding this suit, for although * 
the two decisions of 1842 and 1844 are not res-adjudicata, we think 
that the conduct of the predecessors of the plaihtiffs in, those .. 
suits Was such as to amount to an admission or acquiescence on - 
their part,-in the bona fides of these pottas. One of the plain- l 
tiffs in this suit, or the Banerjee plaintif, was represented in the 
suit of Madhusudan and the father of the present Banerjée i 
plaintiff, or Umacharan Banerjee, who was then a servant of 
Mr. Livingstone, took back these very pottas from the file _ 
of the Civil Court, and gave a receipt for the same. This fact is’ ` 
clear on the endorsement on the back of the pottas. Further, 
in the suit of Madhusudan, the answer of the Banerjee defen- 
dant was to the effect, not that Mr. Livingstone was hot hold- : 
ing under these pottas; but, on the admission that though he +`. 
did hold under these pottas, the lands claimed by Madhusudan” — 
did not form a portion of the lands covered by the pottas of 
Mr. Livingstone. 
Two of these pottas are more than half a century old, 
and the remaining two very nearly half a century; and in 
two suits of a quarter of a century ago, these pottas were 
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filed and the answer of the Banerjee defendant in the suit 1868 
of Madhusudan was filed subsequent to the date upon which , Karasy 
HANDRA Ror 
these pottas were filed. It cannot, therefore, be said that he 
had not an opportunity of questioning then and there the bona 
Jides of these pottas. These pottas have passed, first from 
Mr. Brightman to Dinanath Mullik by a formal deed of sale, 
drawn up in.the English form; secondly, from Dinanath Mullik 
to Livingstone and Co., and lastly, from Livingstone and Co. 
to the present defendants. The plaintiffs or their predecessors 
have stood by and allowed valuable buildings and dockyards to 
be constructed on these lands, and now, after the lapse of half 
a century, when it is impossible to expect that the defendants 
can be able to bring witnesses to attest these pottas, the plaintiffs 
question the bona fides of these pottahs. - 
In special appeal it is not very distinctly stated that the 
Judge refused to take evidence; nor do we think that if such . 
evidence had been pressed upon the Judge, he would have refused = =| 
to receive it, At all events, there is nothing onthe record which ` 


v 
HIRALALŞEAL» 


. bas been shown to us to prove that the Judge did refuse to 


receive this evidence. We, therefore, do not think it necessary to 


‘ remand this case for further evidence. We now come to the 
` last point taken in appeal, namely the terms of the pottas. 
‘+ The question raised in special appeal was, whether, under the 


terms of the pottas, the lands covered by them are liable to 
enhancement or not. 

It is contended for the special appellants that these pottas are 
not mokurruri pottas, and that there is nothing in the terms of 
the pottas which fixes the rate of rent to be paid. On the other 
hand, it has been urged for the defendants, special respondents, 
that although the word “ mokurruri” does not occur in the 
pottas, it was not absolutely necessary that any formal words 


- should be used in conveying a right to hold at a fixed rate; and 
- in support of this contention, Annada Prasad Banerjee v. 


Chunder Sekhar Deb (1), decided by Justices Seton-Karr and 
Glover, has been quoted. Now it is clear from the terms 
of these pottas that they were not ordinary pottas, such ag are 


2 (1) 7 W. R., 395. ‘ 
15—C 
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purposes. They were taken for 


building and horticultural purposes, and the lands were to be 


i enjoyed by the lessee and his sons and their sons’ sons for ever (1). 


Under these potias the original lessee and the various parties 
who have derived title from him have held for half a cen- 
tury, paying the rent stated in the pottas. They have been 
allowed, on the faith of these pottas, to expend large sums of 
money in constructing buildings and dockyards; and, therefore, 
taking into consideration the nature of the leases, the position of 
the parties, and the circumstances under which the contract was 
originally made, we cannot, sitting in special appeal, say that 
the Judge has placed on the pottas a construction which they 


Plaintiff sued defendant fora kabuliat at fi 


enhanced rates. The defence was that it had 
been found in a former smt that the defend- 
ant held a mokurrur: tenure which was not 
liable to enhancement. It appeared that in 
that suit the zemindars had conspired with 
a party to oust defendant from the lands held 
by him, producing a forged kabuliat to sup- 
port ther claim, and suppressing a potta 
which defendant alleged would have shown 
his title to be in perpetuity. The Courts 
found that the legal presumption arising from 
the fachous acts of the zemindar was that 
defendant “had a ‘mokurrnuri’ title,” and 
could not be ejected. The present plamtiff 
was auction-purchaser of the rights and 
interests of the zemindar above-mentioned. 
The lower Courts held, that he was barred 
from enhancing defendant's rent by the deci- 
sion above referied to. The High Court on 
special appeal (Loon and BAYLEY, JJ.) 
found that the only point determined in the 
former suit was the perpetuity of the tenure; 
that the fixity of its rent had not been in 
issue ; and that the word ‘ moknrruri,’ imply- 
ing fixity of rent, was erroneously now in 
the judgment for mouram, denoting perpe- 
tuity of tenure, The case was remanded. 
Qn remand the Judge held, that the sup- 
pression of the potta by the zemindar in 
the former suit bemg a fact, found the same 
legal presumption as to fixity of defendant's 


rent arose, as arose in regard to the perpetuity 
of his tenure. The Judge further remarked 
that he had never heard of a mourasi tenure 
which was not also mokurruri, though there 
mught be mokurruri tenures not mourasi. 
Plain appealed specially against this 
nding: 


Baboo Hem Chandra Banerjee for appel- 
lant. 


Mr, C. Gregory for respondent. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered 
by 


Loon, J.-A mourasi tenure does not ne- 
ceasarily carry with it fixity ofrent. It gene- 
rally does, but that is a matter of evidence. 
The presumption which the Judge considers 
to arise ın this case against the zemindar 
by reason of the non-production of the origi- 
nal kabuhat, does not arise against the 
plaintiffs in this suit, because though he now 
represents the former zemindar, he 1s a pur- 
chasar at auction; and haviig no pnvily 
with the former zemindar, he does not stand 
in a higher position than the former zemm- 
dar as to any right he may claim, but bemg 
a stranger no presumption can arise against 
him from the tortious acts of his predeces- 
sor. The respondent in this case has given. 
no proof whatever as-to the fixity of his 
rent, and under such circumstances he can 
claim no higher position than a right of oc- 
cupancy. We would, therefore, set aside the 
order of the Judge, and deoree this appeal 
with costa. 
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cannot legally bear. For the above reasons we confirm the deci- _ 1868 
sion of the Judge, and dismiss these special appeals with costs , Kaus i 
and interests, v 








HIRALAL SEAL. 


JACKSON, J.—I quite concur in the orders which my learned 
colleague would pass in these appeals, and also in the grounds 
upon which he would pass these orders. There is one point, how- 
ever, upon whichI would go somewhat further than he does— 
that is, on the question as to whether the Judge decided these 
points solely as res-adjudicata, or whether he did not also look to 
the conduct of the parties. My impression is that he wrongly 
used the words res-adjudicata. There can be no doubt that no 
issue was raised as regards these pottas in former litigations, 
and adjudication was made regarding them; and, therefore, the 
question of their genuineness was not a res-adjudicata. The Judge, 
however, seems to consider them res-adjudicata, because they were 
put forward in suits to which both the representatives of the 
present parties were parties, and because no objection was then ` 
raised by the representatives of the present plaintiffs, and because 
from that time to this no objection has ever been raised by them, 
This of course is not res-adjudicata, but it is, in my opinion, final 
and conclusive evidence of the genuineness of these pottas. The 
plaintiffs’ ancestors at that time, knew of these pottas, saw these 
pottas, and made no objections to these pottas. They had a far 
better opportunity of knowing whether these pottas were genuine 
than their descendants a quarter of a century afterwards, 

Under these circumstances, I think that it was quite right of 
the Judge to decide that these acts, and the silence and acequies- 
cence of the plaintiffs and their representatives, for half a century 
in the possession of the defendants under these pottas, was con- 
duct of that description which precludes them from now making 
and raising any objections to the pottas. They have stood by 
and have allowed the defendants to purchase the grounds, and to 
erect valuable buildings on these grounds on the faith of the 
pottas; and it appears to me that it would be allowing the plain- 
tiffs to act fraudulently to permit them now to come forward and 
impugn their genuineness. 
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Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr, Jusice Mitter. 


RADHA GOBINDA. SHAHA (Prater) v SHEIKH TAWKU 
JAMADAR (Derzurpanr.)* 


Alttachment—Proceeds of Sale of Property attached— Distribution among Decree- 
holders—Act VIII. of 1859, s8. 270, 271. 


A creditor holding several decrees against the same judgment-debtor, cannot take 
out simultaneous attachments against that debtor’s property, so as to entitle him to 
have all his decrees paid in full to the exclusion of other attaching creditors. He 
can only be regarded as first attaching-creditor in respect of one of the decrees 


which he held. 

THE plaintiff sued to set aside an order made by the Court 
executing a decree, whereby a distribution was made of the sale 
proceeds of the properties of one and the same judgment-debtor 
amongst the plaintiff and the four defendants. Plaintiff had four 
decrees against the same judgment-debtor. In execution he 


- attached his debtor’s property in the year 1865. A claim to the 


property attached having been advanced, the attachment was 
taken off, and he was forced to bring a suit to have the property 
so released declared liable to sale in satisfaction of his decrees. 
He succeeded in that suit, and afterwards in (1865) took out 
another attachment in respect of one of his four decrees, Subse- 
quently he also attached the property in respect of his remaining 
decrees, as did also other judgment-creditors, namely the defen- 
dantsin the suit. This suit was brought for a declaration that the 
plaintiff was entitled to satisfaction of all his decrees, before the 
other attaching-creditors received anything. Those creditors were 
not parties to the suit which the plaintiff had brought against the 
successful claimaints. The Officiating Sudder Ameen dismissed 
the plaintiff’ssuit, on the ground thatno suit was maintainable under 
section 270, Act VIII. of 1859, for the reversal of an order for dis- 
tribution against the provisions of that section, relying on the 
decision in the case of Harish Chandra Sircar v. Azimooddin 
Shaha (1); secondly, that the attachment at first sued out had been 


~ Special Appeal, No. 1586 of 1868, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
of Dacca, affirming a decree of the Officiating Sudder Ameen of that district. 


(1) Spec, W.-R., 181 
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nullified by the admission of claims. Subsequently, the amount 
of the decree, for which attachment was at first made by him, had 
been paid in the first place; moreover, the cost of the regular suit 
had been separately awarded to the plaintiff. 

This decision was confirmed by the Principal Sudder Ameen, 
and the plaintiff thereupon appealed to the High Court, 


Baboos’ Kali Mohan Das and Anand Chandra Ghosal for 
appellant. 


Baboo Ramesh Chandra Mitter for respondent. 


Jaoxson, J. (After stating the facts).—In special appeal it is 
contended that the plaintiff was so entitled in respect ofall the de- 
crees, on one of which, it is alleged, that the attachment did take 
place; and inasmuch as the fact of attachment in the four suits does 
not plainly appear, we are asked to remand the case to the lower 
Court, in order that an issue may be framed and tried on this 
point. It appears to me that this was a point which the plaintiff 
in his view of the case, was bound to take in regular appeal; 
for if, as he considers, he was entitled to the relief he asked for, 
on the ground that he had actually attached in all his four suits 
in the year 1864, and if he had been prejudiced by the omission 
of the Court of first instance to frame an issue, and so enable 
him to tender evidence on that point, it was his business distinct- 
ly to complain of that omission in the regular appeal, and if he 
failed to do so, the lower Appellate Court could not be expect- 
ed to give relief upon a point not raised before it, But it 
seems to me that the question is not material, for it must be 
conceded that if the plaintiff did not actually attach in all four 
suits, he must have attached first in one of them, and the other 
three would have been subsequent attachments, no matter at 
how short an interval of time, and, as subsequent attachments, 
they would take rank with all other subsequent attachments. 

It cannot, I think, be said that a creditor, holding several 
decrees against the same judgment-debtor, can take out simul- 
taneous attachments against that debtor’s property in such a 
manner as to entitle himself, under section 270 of the Code of 
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Criminal Procedure, to have all his decrees paid in full to` the 
exclusion of other attaching creditors. I understand the words 
of section 270, viz. “the person on whose application such property 
was attached” to mean not the individual but the executing- 
creditor, looking upon him- simply as the person interested in 
that particular suit. 

Then it cannot be said that there is any efficacy in the decrees 
which the plaintiff obtained déclaring him entitled to be paid 
in all the four suits out of the property attached and released, 
because the defendants before us were no parties to that decree. 

It was contended that the four attachments, made in the year 
1864 (if there were four attachments,) were revived by the 
efficacy of the decrees which the plaintiff obtained against the 
claimants; but plaintiffs own conduct in afterwards taking out 
a separate attachment in the first of those Gases appears to mili- 
tate against this view. Whether or not, however, I think as I 
have already said, that the plaintiff can only be regarded as first 


. attaching creditor, in respect of one of his decrees which he 


held; consequently, on this ground the Court below ought to 
have dismissed his suit. 

The special appeal, therefore, in my opinion, must be dismissed 
with costs. 


MITTER, J.—I concur with my learned colleague in dismis- 
sing this appeal. 


Before Mr. Justice Phear and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 
UMATARA DEBI (Prater) v. KRISHNAKAMINI DASI anp 
OTHERS (Dsrenpants )* 

Res-judicata— Cause of Action—Act VIII. of 1859, «. 2. 


A sued B to recover possession of certain land, claiming itas part of her talook, 
In a former suit, A had sucd B to recover possession of the same land, claiming it 
as towfir (or excess), and her suit had been dismissed. Held, that A’s present suit 
was barred under section 2 of Act VII. of 1859 (1). 


Tars was a suit instituted in the Court of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen of the 24-Pergunnas to obtain possession of 


* Regular Appeal, No. 19 of 1868, froma decision of the Principal Sudder Ameen 


of the 24-Pergunnas. 
(1) See Kriparam y. Bhagwan Das, 1 B. L, R. (A. C), 68. 
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777 bigas, 10 katas, and 9 chataks of land, which the plainti® 1868 
alleged belonged to her talook Mauza Shahazadpore. The Haseena DERT 
plaintiff had brought a suit in’ 1854,agamstthe defendants, for Kersmvaa- 
possession of a certain quantity of land, which she claimed as 

towfir, or excess land, of her talook Shahazadpore, and her suit 

was dimissed. The Principal Sudder Ameen, on the evidence, 

came to the conclusion that the land claimed by the plaintiff in the 

present suit was the same as that for which she had sued before ; 

and, consequently, held that the plaintiff's claim was barred by 

section 2 of Act VIIL of 1859. The plaintiff appealed to the 

High Court, and her grounds of appeal bearing on the question 

of res-judicata were the following :— 

1. “ Admitting that the land now sued for was identical with 
that claimed in the tow/ir suit, the present action is not affected 
by resyjudicata. The Principal Sudder Ameen has wholly erred 
in the application of the doctrine aforesaid.” 

2. “The several tests by which Courts of Justice are to 
determine, whether a suit is affected by res-judicata, are wholly 
wanting. In the present suit the claim isdifferent, the right 
asserted would be different, the issues would be different, and 
the adjudication of those issues can never clash with the decision 
in the other case.” 


Baboos Anukul Chandra Mookherjee and Ashutosh Chatterjee 
for appellant. 


Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee and Ramesh Chandra Mitter 
for respondent. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


PEHEAR, J.—This is a suit to recover possession of certain 
land from the defendants. The present plaintiff also, in 1854, 
instituted a suit against the present defendants to recover posses- 
sion of land from them. 

Iam distinctly of opinion from the evidence that the land 
which is the subject of the present suit was part of the land 
which the plaintiff sued for in 1854. She was defeated in the 
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suit of 1854, and has never had possession of the lind j in ques- 


Umarana Dear tion since that date. It follows, therefore, as it appears to me, 
Krisnxaxa- that her cause of action was in both suits the same. In both 
she sought to recover from the defendants the same land on the ~ 


MINI DABI’ 


` ground that it was wrongfully withheld from her by them, and 


the wrong-doing of the defendants was the same act or series 
of acts in the one case as in the other. It is true that the title to 
possession on which the plaintiff now relies is different from that 
which she set up in the suit of 1854. In the present suit; she 
claims the land as being part of her talook Shahazadpore, while 
in 1864 she maintained that this land was tow/fir which she had 
reclaimed and occupied as proprietor of the talook, and on that 
account was entitled, as against the defendants, to have settled with 
her by Government. But I think the difference in the 
title put forward does notchange the cause of action 
within the meaning of section 2 of Act VIII. of 1859. 
The plaintiffs cause of action, that which obliges her 
to seek the aid of a Court of justice, is simply this, namely : 

that she is, as she alleges, wrongfully deprived by the defendants 
of the enjoyment by possession of certain land which she is 
entitled to have. It is for her at the trial to make out such a 


“title to possession as will prevail against the defendants. If 


she omits to put forward her strongest title or her real title, so 
much the worse for her. The adjudication in the suit determines 
as between her and the defendants not only the matter of the 
particular title which she sets up, but the actual right to posses- 
sion at the date of the plaint, by whatever title it might be 
capable of being then supported. 

It appears to me that this suit is barred by the operation of 
section 2 of Act VIIL of 1859; and, consequently, that this 
appeal should be dismissed with costs. 


' Hoswousz, J.—I am of the same opinion. 


‘ 
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Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


TULSI SAHU. anp orugns (Prates) vo MAHADEO DAS anD 
ANOTHER (DernNDANTS.)* 


Registration Act (XX. of 1868), ss. 82 to 84—Refusal to register, —Act XVI. 
of 1864, 3. 15. 


A sued B to enforce registration of a potta, on the allegation that tho Registrar 
had refused registration on the gound that B denied before him the execntion of the 
deed. Held that, onder Act XX. of 1866, a suit would not be: A should have 
proceeded under section 83 of the Act. 


THIS was a suit to enforce the registration of a deed, being a ticca 
potta, of which the defendants, before the Registrar of Deeds, 
denied the execution. The Judge held that the suit would not lie, 
inasmuch as Act XVI. of 1864 had been repealed by Act XX. 
of 1866, and that section 16 of the former Act, under which a suit 
might be brought to enforce registration, had been replaced by 
section 84 of the latter Act, in which section the course is laid 
down which ought to be pursued when a Registrar refuses to 
register a document, the registration of which is compulsory. 
The suit of the plaintiffs was, therefore, dismissed with costs, 


The plaintiffs appealed. 
Mr. R. E. Twidale for appellants. 


Mr. C. Gregory for respondents. 


Kump, J. (after stating the facts as above, continued) :—The 
decision .of this case was postponed for the decision of Sheikh 
Rahmatulla v. Sheikh Sariutulla Kagchi (1) referred to by this 
Bench. That decision has now been received, although the point 
for decision in this case has not been distinctly decided by the Full 
Bench, inasmuch as the point referred to them was a different 


one; still, from the remarks of some of the learned Judges who | 


formed the Full Bench, we think it may be gathered that, 


3 : 
* Special Appeal, No. 1422 of 1868, froma decree of the Judge of Tirhoot, + 


reversing a decree of the Sudder Ameen of that district. 


(1) 1 B.L. R. (Œ. B.), 58. 
° 16—C 
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1368 although the point was not actually before them, they were 
“TurstSaxu of ‘opinion that a regular suit to enforce registration, the party 
atingo Dax having neglected to pursue the steps laid down in section 84 of 
Act KX. of 1866, would not lie. Under the former Act, Act 
XVI. of 1864, and under section 15 of that Act, if a District 
Registrar or a Deputy Registrar refused to register an instru- 
ment, it was lawful for any person interested to institute a regular 
suit to establish his right to have such instrument registered; but 
the provisions of this section of the older law are omitted in the 
later law, namely Act XX. of 1866, and from the report of the 
Select Committee of the Council of Governor General of India (1). 
Upon the later law, it is clear that the Legislature intentionally 
abolished the regular suit which, under section 15 of the former 
law, a party whose deed the Registrar had refused to register 
could bring to establish his right to have such instrumént regis- 
tered, for in paragraph 16 of the report of the said Committee the 
‘following passage occurs: “ Sections 82, 83, and 84 made plainer 
“the remedy for refusing to register; section 83 abolishes the 
“ proposed regular suit, and substitues an application to the Court 
“by a petition.” From this it is clear that-in the first draft of 
Act XX. of 1866 it was proposed to make it lawful for any per- 
son interested to institute a regular suit, and this privilege was, 
therefore, intentionally withdrawn when the bill was passing 
through the Select Committee. 
In the present case, the plaintiff having neglected to avail him- 
self of the remedy which the law gave him under section 84, he 
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» (1) See Donegall v. Layard, 8 H. of L. 
Ca., 465. In that case the question was 
asto the application of 12 and 13 Vict, c. 
405 (Ir.) It was stated by counsel in argu- 
ment, that the Master of the Rolls (in 
Ireland) had examined the various clauses 
of the private Acta and of the Statute, 
and also referred, in support of his opi- 
pion, to the amendments which had been 
introduced into them as they went 
through committee. The Lord Chan- 
cellor remarked : “His Honor opght to 
have confined himself to what appeared 
on the Statute Book.” And in his judg- 
ment, the Lord Chancellor, again refer- 


ring to this, said: “Ineed harily observe, 
that along with the whole profession of 
the law in Ireland and in England, and 
with the public at large, I sincerely en- 
tertain the highest respect for that dis- 
tinguished Judge, the present Master of 
the Rolls in Ireland. But I must lament 
that his zeal to do justice has led him in” 
to inquiries respecting this Act of Parlia 
ment which could not legitimately assist 
him in construing it, and which, I think, 
unfortunately induced him to change the 
sound construction which he had twice 
before put upon it.” The other Lords 
concurred, 


Rrvorta, 
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has only himself to blame. We may also observe that, as 1868 
remarked by the learned Chief Justice in the decision of the Full Turai Sany 
Bench above alluded to, a purchaser or lessee, as the present Muravko Das. 
plaintiff is, can always protect himself, and if he does not, it is his 
own fault: he should take care before he pays his purchase- 
money, or as in this instrument, advances money on a zurpeshg; 
lease, to get the deed registered or to obtain an authenticated 
power of attorney from the vendor or lessor, ‘authorising some one 
in whom the purchaser or lessee has confidence to register the deed 
or lease as agent of the vendor or lessor. 
We are, therefore, of opinion that the Judge was right in law 
in holding that the suit of the plaintiff would not lie. 
We dismiss the special appeal with costs bearing interest. 


E. JACKSON, J.—In the decision (1) which I recorded on the 
occasion of the former suit which has been referred to by my 
learned colleague, and which was subsequently decided by a Full 
Bench of this Court, I stated my opinion that the right to bring 
a separate suit to enforce registration had not been taken away 
by Act XX. of 1866. 

The Judges who decided the Full Bench suit have nearly all 
stated their opinion that that power to bring a suit no longer 
exists, and therefore I do not press that opinion any longer. In 
addition to that, it would appear very distinctly, from what we. 
have since elicited on examination of the report of the Select 
Committee of the Legislature which passed the law, that the 
Legislature did intend to abolish and did abolish in fact the 
power to bring a separate suit. In the draft Act, which was 
originally published, there was a distinct section which stated that 
a person who had failed in obtaining registry could bring a 
regular suit, and it was distinctly declared in that section that for 
the purposes of that suit the unregistered deed might be received: 
in evidence. The Select Committee deliberately altered that 
section, and substituted in its place the procedure by petition. 
I think it would have been better, hadit been distinctly stated in ` 
the Act that the power to bring a suit was abolished. I think that 


G) 1 B. L. R. (Œ, B), 60. 
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- 1868 many people may be misled by its not having been so distinctly 
Tus: Sanu stated; I think that the plaintiff in this case has certainly been 
ManapzoDae.misled by it However that may be, as it is for this Court 
: to carry out the law as it has been passed, if the plaintiff has 
made a mistake, the Court cannot assist him. The plaintiffs 
remedy was by petition to the Judge, and not by a civil suit. 
The civil suit must therefore be dismissed. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


1868 - Iw tes warren or J. HOLLICK ann orners.* 
Dee. 12., . 


Attachment of Salaries of Railway Servants—Jurisdiction of Mofussil Small ` 
Cause Courts—Procedure—Act VIII. of 1859, s3. 236, 239, and 240. 


Salaries or other debts due from the Railway Company to any of its servants can 
be attached in satisfaction of a Small Cause Court decree under Act VIII. of 1859, 
section 236. 


The attaching Court must make a written order to be fixed ap in some conspicu- 
ons part of the Court-house, and a copy is to be delivered or sent registered by post 
to the debtor. The registered lettor should be addressed to the agent of the Railway 
Company at the Head Office of the Company. It need not be sent through the High 
Court, although the Head Office is within the jurisdiction of the High Conrt. 

CERTAIN money decrees having been obtained in the Small 
Cause Court at Monghyr, against some of the East Indian Rail- 
way Company’s servants, in execution of one of the decrees, the 
Judge wrote to the Chief Paymaster, E. I. R. Co., at Calcutta, 

- requesting him to attach and remit to his Court the amount of the 
decree from pay or any money due to the judgment-debtor. The 
Railway Company replied that they could only recognize an. 
attachment issuing from the High Court: 

Thereupon the Judge of the Small Cause Court submitted 
the following questions for the opinion of the High Court: 

lst — Whether the salaries of the Railway servants can be 
attached and deducted in satisfaction of Civil Court decrees ? 

2nd.—Is there any necessity for this Court to make the High 
Court, or any other Court, a medium in exercising the powers of 
attachment and deduction of salaries of judgment-debtors belong- 
ing to the Railway or any other department? 


* Reference to the High Oourt by the Judge of the Small Cause Court at 
Monghyr, z 


w Rrvoris, 
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3rd.—Can this Court lawfully send an order of attachment and 1868 
deduction of the salary of a Railway servant residing within its rile pres 
jurisdiction to the Chief Paymaster, E. I. R. Co., Calcutta, ‘as axo oruxzs., 
well as to the Paymaster, Jamalpore, or to the Head Pay Audit 


Department, Jamalpore. 


The judgment of the. High Court was delivered by 


Pxacock, C. J.—With reference to the 1st question, salaries 
or othe debts actually due from the Railway Company to any of 
its servants can be attached in satisfaction of Civil Court decrees,’ 
section 236 of Act VIII. of 1859. 

As tothe 2nd question, there is no necessity for a Small 
Cause Court to make the High Court, or any other Court, the 
medium of attachment. By section 236 of Act VIII. of 1859, 
extended to Small Cause Courts by section 47, Act XI. of 1865, 
attachments of debts are to be made by written order prohibiting 
the creditor from receiving the debts and the debtor from making 
payment thereof to any person whatever until the further order 
of the Court. In order to attach a debt, the attaching Court 
must make a written order according to that section. By section 
240, after any attachment shall have been made by written order, 
any payment of the debt to the judgment-debtor, during the con- 
tinuance of the attachment, is null and void, if it be made after. 
the written order has been duly intimated and made known in 
the manner directed by the Act. By section 239, in the case of 
debts, the written order is to be fixed up in some conspicuous 
part of the Court-house, and a copy of the written order is to be 
delivered or sent registered by post to the debtor. In the case of 
the Railway Company, the registered letter should be addressed, 
directed, and sent to the agent of the Railway Company at the 
Head Office of the Company. Itis not necessary, in our opinion, 
that the registered letter should be sent or delivered by the High 
Court, notwithstanding the head office is within the jurisdiction 
of the High Court and out of the jurisdiction of the Small Cause 
Court. If it were necessary for the High Court to attach the 
debt because the office of the Company is within the jurisdiction 
of the High Court, the interference of two Courts would be 
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1868 required for one execution; for the order prohibiting the creditor ” 


IntHEMATTER from receiving the debt must be made by the Small Cause Court 

4yporsERs. within whose jurisdiction the creditor is residing. The execution 
of a debt is to be made by attachment, and the attachment is to 
be made by written order. There is no law which requires the 
Court which passed the decree to make one-half of the execution 
and then to send a certified copy of the judgment to another Court 
to make another part of the execution. Two orders cannot be 
necessary for the attachment of one debt. A copy of the written 
order should also be delivered to the creditor and to oe Pay- 
master at J amalpore. 

The 3rd question is substantially answered in our answer to 
the 2nd question. ; 

‘I observe that the Judge of the Small Cause Court has TA 
the Paymaster to attach and hold in attachment the pay due 
to the judgment-debtor. That is a mistake. The order attach- 
ing the debt must be made by the Court, and a copy served upon 
the debtor. 


- 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Macpherson. - 
1868 TARA CHAND GHOSE, Decere-norper, v. ANAND CHANDRA 
` Dec. 12. CHOWDHRY, Jupemesr-DeBToR.* 
Set-off—Decrees— Special Appeal. 

A nnd B having obtained a decree for a sum of money against C and D, sold 
part of their interest therein to E, who afterwards sold the same to F. G obtained 
a decree against F, and, in execution, attached and sold F’s intorest in the decree 
obtained by A and B, and H became the purchaser of the same. H applied for 
execution against C and D. C claimed to have set off the amount of a decree 
obtained by his son, I, against G, and which C alleged was held by I benami 
for him os a cross-decree within the meaning of section 209 of Act VIII. of 1859. 
Held, the decrees could not be set off. 

Also held, that a special appeal lies from a regular appeal heard ex parte. 


Haran CHANDRA MEHALDAR and Ramjiban Mehaldar ob- 
tained a money-decree against Anand Chandra Chowdhry and 
Madhusudan Mittra. 

Haran and Ramjiban sold to Chandranath Dutt a 15-anne 
share of their rights in the decree; reserving one anna share for 
themselves, 

* Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No 397 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating 
Judge of Jessore, reversing a decree of the Principal Sadder Ameen of that 


District. 
e 
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Subsequently, Chandranath sold his interests in the decree to 
one Bhagwan Chandra Poddar. 

Jagat Chandra Chowdhry#a son of Anand Chandra Chow- 
dhry, obtained a decree for a sum of money against the said 
Bhagwan Chandra Poddar. 
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DHRY. 


.Samacharan -Ghose obtained a decree against Bhagwan Chandra - 


Poddar, and in execution of this decree caused the right, title, 
and interest of Bhagwan, as the purchaser of a 15-anna share 
of the decree, which Haran and Ramjiban had obtained against 
Anand and Madhusudan, to be sold, and the appellant, Tara- 
chand Ghose, became the purchaser thereof. 

Tarachand, as the purchaser, applied to the Principal Sudder 
Ameen for execution of the decree against Anand and Madhu- 
sudan. 

Anand Chandra claimed to have set off the amount of the 
decree held by Jagatchandra against Bhagwan, on the ground 
that Jagatchandra was a mere benamidar for himself. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen disallowed the claim to set off 

On appeal, the case was heard er parte in the absence of 
Tarachand Ghose, the then respondent. The Judge reversed 
the decision of the Principal Sudder Ameen, and Anand 
Chandra allowed to set off the decree of Jagat Chandra Chow- 
dhry against the decree of which execution was sought by Tara- 
chand. 

Tarachand Ghose applied to the Judge for a re-hearing, but 
the Judge rejected the application. 

Tarachand appealed to the High Court from the ez parte 
judgment of the Judge. 


` Baboo Anand Chandra Ghosal (Mr. Rochfort with him) for 
the respondent. 


Baboo Anukul Chandra Mookerjee (Baboos Kalimohan Das 
and Debendra Chandra Ghose with him), for the appellant. 


The judgmment of the Court was delivered by 


MACPHERSON, J.—That the lower Appellate Court has erred 
in allowing these decrees to be set off, the one against the other, 
I have no manner of doubt. For the decrees are not “ cross- 
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decrees between the same parties,” within the meaning. of Section '- 


"noes Craw 209 of Act VIII. of 1859, or indeed i in.any other sense, 


Even if the facts: were as ‘state® by the J udge, ‘I think the, 
v- decision at which he arrived would be quite wrong, for so long 
as the parties on the record are different, it is impossible to say 


that the decrees are “cross-decrees between the same parties,” ee 


whatever. may be the position of trust or benamiship which _ 
exists among any of the parties. But the record shews’ _ clearly 
that the facts are not as stated by the Judge, and that it is not 
the case that “ Bhagwan obtained a decree against Anand.” -` . 

The facts, stated accurately, are as follows: Haran Mehaldar ` 
and Ramjiban Mehaldar held a decree against Anand Chandra 
Chowdhry and Madhusudan Mittra. Haran and Ramjiban |, 
sold a 15-anna share of their rights as decree-holders to Chan- 
dranath Dutt, who thus became jointly interested in the share as 
decree-holders. Subsequently the interest of Chandranath became 
vested in Bhagwan, who thereupon, jointly with Haran and 
Ramjiban, held the decree against Anand and ‘Madhusudan. 

One Jagat Chandra Chowdry, the son of Anand, held a 
decree against Bhagwan. 

Shamacharan Ghose also had a decree against Bhagwan, and, 
in execution of that decree, the right, title, and interest of Bhag- 
wan, as one of the holders of the decree against Ananda and 
Madhusudan, was sold, and was purchased by the present piia l 
lant, Tarachand. Y . 

Tarachand having thus placed himself in Bhagwan’s position’ 

‘as one of the holders of the decree against: Anand and Madhu- 
sudan, applied to have the decree executed. Thereupon Anand 
applied to have the decree held by Jagat Chandta against 
Bhagwan set off as a“ cross-decree between the same parties” 
under section 209 of Act VIII. of 1859, upon the ground that 
his son Jagatchandra really held that decree against Bhagwan - 
merely benami for him, Anand. 

The parties to the decrees were not the same in any possible 
sense, and if Anand and Bhagwanhad been the only parties to- 
the one suit, and Jagat Chandra and Bhagwan had~been thé 
only parties to the other, I should still have held that the decrees 

» could not be set off under section 209, whether J agat was or 
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was not merely a trustee or & benamidar for Anand, I say 
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nothing of the very special circumstances in this case, which also ae END, 


tend towards the same conclusion: Pog the seepondent contends 
that no appeal will lie. > 
` On the 31st of March, 1868, the Subordinate Judge of Jessore 


_ held that the decrees could not be set off On the 9th of J une, 


the Zilla Judge reversed this decision, the appeal being heard 
ex'‘parte, a3 the respondent did not appear. Subsequently an 


‘application was made for a re-hearing, which was rejected by the 
„Judge on the Ist of August. Thereupon the special appeal 


now before us was brought, being an appeal from the decision of 
the 9th of June. It is argued that under section 37 of Act 
XXIII. of 1861, a rule similar to that provided by. section 119 
of Act. VIII. of 1859, in the case of applications for the 
re-hearing of asuit which has been disposed of ex parte, should 
be applied; and that as under section 119 no appeal will lie 
from a judgment passed ex parte against a defendant who has 
not appeared, so in the present case no appeal will lie. But 
section 119 is inapplicable. Section 37 of Act XXIII. in no 
way indicates in what cases appeals will lie. It merely relates 
to the powers which the Appellate Court can exercise when 
they are dealing with appeals, i. e., when an appeal does lie, and 
is before the Court. It appears to me that the sections of the 
Civil Procedure Code which apply, are sections 346, 347, and 
372. 

Section 346 enacts that if the appellant fails to appear, his 
appeal shall be dismissed for default; and that if the respondent 
fails to appear, the appeal shall be heard ex parte in his absence. 
Section 347 provides that if an appellant whose appeal has been 
dismissed for want of prosecution applies (within thirty days 
from the date of the dismissal) for the re-admission of the appeal, 
the Courts may re-admit it. But nothing is said as to re-hearing 
the case upon the application of the respondent against whom 
an ex parte decree has been passed. No provision is made for 


`. any re-hearing in the latter case; nor is it declared that there shall 


be no appeal.from the ex parte decision of the Appellate Court. 
Then comes section 372, which says that “ unless otherwise pro- 


vided by any law for the time being in force, a special appeal 
17—O : 
d 


ror 
Amann naw- 
DRA CHOW- 
DURY. 


114 


1868 


Tara CHAND 


GHOSE 


v, 
-ÅNAND CHAN- 
DRA Crow- 
DHRY. 

+ 


1868 
Dec. 16. 


HIGH COURT, OF JUDICATURE, OALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


shall lie from all decisions passed in regular appeal,” &c. -An 
‘ex parte decree is none the less a “decision passed in regular 


appeal,” because ex parte, and it is nowhere provided by any law - 


that there shall be no appeal from a decree because ex parte. 


I am, therefore, of opinion that a special appeal does lie from. 


an ez parte decision passed by an Appellate Court in regular 
appeal. 

The present appeal arises out of an order mads im execution 
of a decree, but, under sections 11 and 38 of Act XXIII. of 
1861, the ordinary rule of procedure applicable to civil suits 
before final judgment will apply. 

I think this appeal will lie, and that the decision of the lower 
Appellate Court ought to be reversed with costs, and that the 
original order of the Subordinate Judge declaring that these 
decrees cannot be set off under section 209 ought to be affirmed. 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover, 


RAJA LILANAND SING BADADUR v. THE GOVERNMENT anp 
THAKUR MANORANJAN SING axo TEKAIT LOKNATH SING.* 


Ghatwali Tenure—Resumption— Compensation. 


In the Kuruckpore ghatwali mahals, the profits of the lands, minus the quit- 
rent paid to the zemindar, were the remuneration given to tho ghatwals for police 
services. Government illegally resumed those lands, dispensing with the serviccs 
of the ghatwals, and settled the tenures with the ghatwals, at half the rates current 
in that part of the country. The resumption proceedings having been set aside, it 
remained to determine to whom, and in what proportions, Government should refund 
the half jamma taken by it as rent from the ghatwals, during the period of sottle- 
ment. Held that, inasmuch as the ghatwols rendered no sorvico during the period 
of settlement, the moiety of the jumma retained by them was ample compensation 
for any loss they might have sustained ; and the zemindar was entitled to receive the 
whole ot the moiety takon by Government partly as qnit-rent duo to him and 
partly as compensation for loss of the ghatwals’ services during the continuance of 
the settlement. , 


THIS was an application to the High Court for review of a 
decision of the late Sudder Court, sitting as Special Commis- 
sioners, on the 17th April, 1852, and is supplemental to the class of 

* Application for Roview, No. 2529 of 1856, of the judgment of the late Sudder 
Court, exercising the powers of Special Commissioncrs, passed in Special Com- 
mission Appeal, No. 2529, on the 17th of April, 1852, 
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ghatwal cases from Bhagulpore, arising out of the resumption’ 1868 
suit which terminated in the appeal of Raja Lilanand Sing to Basa Lra- 


8 
Her Majesty in Council (1). . Banapon 
The question of mesne profits was remanded by Her Majesty’s mng Govan- 


Privy Council on 4th February, 1864 (2), who directed an oruena 
‘enquiry as to the title and distribution of the fund held in deposit 

' by the Bengal Government as the accumulated jumma received 

3 by Government from the ghatwals during the period that the 
settlement with them, which was afterwards cancelled, took effect, 
These collections were claimed both by the zemindax and by 
the ghatwals. 

From the decision of the Special Commissioner in the resump- 
tion cases, dated 17th April, 1852, it appeared that Manoranjan 

_ Sing and other ghatwals were subjected to resumption and settle-: 
ment, “with the exception of Rupees 215-11, the amount of 
zar-t-mal, or rent specified in the sanad,” as the quit-rent of the 
zemindar. The Counsel and Vakeels of the ghatwals offered, on - 
this hearing, to submit, upon refund, to a deduction from the 
collections under the settlement and the title which were the 
subject of this enquiry on account of any sirhee, or quit-rent, 
that might be shown to be due to the zemindar. 

On behalf of some of the ghatwals—those, viz., who held under a 
zemindari sanad only—an office copy was filed of the judgment 
delivered by Trevor and Campbell, JJ., in that class of cases, 
which, as it is certainly important, and has not before been 
printed, is given in a note at the end of this report. 


Mr. Paul (with him Mr. R. E. Twidale) for the petitioner, 
Raja Lilanand Sing contended that the whole of the fund should 
be ordered to be made over to the Raja. The Privy Council, in 
the order directing an enquiry as to the distribution and appor- 
tionment of the fund, observe as follows :— 

“That a portion of the fund belongs to the zemindar, their 
Lordships think highly probable, if on account of his quit-rent 
or quit-rents fallen into arrear; but possibly also he may have a 
just claim on more than this portion, or even the whole fand, in 
respect of services the ghatwals were, or had been, under an 


(1) 6 Moore, I A. 101, (2) 9 Moore I. A., 479, 
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obligation to perform, and have from any esuse whatever not 
performed,” : 
After the resumption by Government, the ghatwals attorned 


ane Govmn- to Government, and entered into settlements on the principle of 


MENT AND 
OTHERS, 


half jumma, dividing the profits (which originally represented 


the amount of wages) between Government and themselves. By: - 


this. arrangement the ghatwal services were put an end to, and the 
ghatwals became either maliks or independent talookdars. This 
status the ghatwals had at no time previous held (3). The profits 
originally appropriated by the ghatwal represented the wages of 
himself and servants (1). 

In these cases the funds in the hands of the Government 
represented half the profits of the land, and it was difficult to see 
on what principle any portion of the fund belonged to the 
ghatwal. The zemindar, throughout the long period of time 
Government remained in possession under the resumption pro- 
ceedings, had lost the services of the ghatwals, who, in their turn, 
had given up service, and had not disbursed anything in respect 
of retainers they were bound to have kept up. Under these cir- 
cumstances, the zemindar was clearly entitled to the fand. It was 
also shewn that, in several instances, the wages of watchmen 
far exceeded the amount of half jumma paid to Government. 
Further, the ghatwals had taken part with Government against 
the Raja. They had voluntarily entered into settlements with 
Government. The Raja had thrown on him the whole burden of 
the litigation, which led to the reversal of the resumption pro- 
ceedings. It was conceded, Government had no title to the fund. 
It was, accordingly, contended that the ghatwals having volun- 
tarily paid the half jumma, and having entered into settlements 
highly beneficial to themselves, and having done nothing to get 
rid of their settlements, had not a shadow of title to the fund 

-in question. 


Mr. Montriou (with him Baboos Lakhi Charan Bose and 
Chandra Madhab Ghose ) for Tekait Manoranjan Sing, Ghatwal.— 
The Lords of the Judicial Committee have carefully avoided 
prejudging the title to the fund now held by the Govern- 


(1) 6 Moore, L A., 124, 
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ment as stake-holder; and there is no need to-search for any 1868 
leaning or suggestion in the expressions accompanying the Rara Tara” 
direction of this reference: the ghatwals could be no losers, if Banavur 
the views of the Judicial Committee be sought in their judg- 7m Govenx- 
ment. The zemindar of Kuruckpore successfully contested the MOTHERS. 
claim of Government tocollect revenue from Manoranjan Sing 
and the other ghatwals, upon the ground that the Government 
revenue of the ghatwal estates was included in, and covered by, 
the zemindari jumma of the permanent settlement; and that, 
therefore, the Government could have no direct dealings with the 
tenants of those estates, within the zemindar’s ilaka. The second 
and remaining question of the resumption suits,—viz., whether the 
ghatwal lands were at all resumable—was, necessarily, left open. 
That question has been (directly or indirectly) since tried by the 
zemindar, with various success. The status of Manoranjan Sing 
was determined onthe 17th June, 1865, as being of an indepen- 
dent character, and not subject to the caprice of the zemindar 
or the executive arrangements of Government (1). The zemindar 
was, for a series of years, wrongfully deprived of his superiority, 
and he is entitled to recover, as damages or mesne profits, from 
the Government who usurped his rights, whatever the Govern- 
ment, during that interval, collected, i e. rightly collected, 
from the zemindav’s subjects and tenants in virtue of the usurped 
power. But the argument for the zemindar proceeds on the 
fallacious assumption that the fund now in dispute, 7. e. the rents 
paid by the ghatwals under the compulsory and void settlement, 
might have been collected by the zemindar himself, had he not 
been ousted of his superiority. The position of the ghatwal, at 
the date of the wrongful resumption, is shown by the rubakary 
and order of the Special Commissioner, viz., of 17th April 1852. 
So that, even irrespective of the judgment in my client’s favor in 
the zemindar’s suit against him, there is nothing to show—there is 
everything to disprove—that the zemindar could have claimed ` 
a pice other than what has been his admitted due all along, and 

with which the Government did not meddle, viz., his quit-rent. 

If the zemindar has any arrears of quit-rent due, let him receive 
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them out of our fund, the debt due to us from Government, the 
rent or revenue collected under a usurped title. 3 

No question arises on that score, but he clairns the whole—surely 
without a shadow of title or just pretension! The Government 
treats the ghatwal, virtually, as a lakhirajdar, and thereupon 
imposes khiraj. It is finally decided that the ghatwal lands are 
already assessed, viz., in the jumma of the Kuruckpore zemin- 
dari. The khiraj, or assessed revenue, has, therefore, been wrong- 
fully taken, 7. e., a second time, without lawful ground or excuse. 

To whom can such wrongful cess be returned but to the payer? 
Why is the ghatwal to pay the zemindar, because the Government 
has mistakenly ignored the zemindari right? The ghatwal is no 
trespasser, no wrong-doer; and it is altogether an error to treat 
the assessment of half-jumma imposed upon him as a voluntary 
payment, or as a voluntary change of his status. The entire 


“argument for the zemindars is a fallacy. 


Baboos Krishna Kishore Ghose and Jagadanand Mookerjee for 
Government submitted to the decision of the Court, Government 
being.a mere stakeholder. 


The judgment of the Court was delivéred on the 25th August 
1868, by : 


Loon, J.—This case arises out of the proceedings of Govern- 
ment to resume the ghatwali lands in Mahal Kuruckpore, 
On the appeal of Raja Lilanand Sing, the Privy Council, 
on 25th July, 1855, held that the ghatwali lands in the zemindari 
of Kuruckpore were not liable to resumption and re-assessment 
under the provisions of clause 4, section 8, Regulation I. of 1793, 
which related to simple police establishments ; and they set aside the 
resumption and gave a decree for mesne profits in favour of the Raja 
appellant. The mesne profits which Government had to refund 
consisted of the rent or revenue paid by the ghatwals whose 
lands were resumed, and with whom a settlement had been made 
at half jumma, which settlement was in force. so long as the 
resumption decrees were not set aside. On the strength of the 
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decree he had obtained in the Privy Council in July, 1855, 
Raja Lilanand Sing applied for a review of judgment in all 
the other cases in which ghatwali lands, in the zemindari of 
Kuruckpore, had been resumed; and the review was admitted, 
and a decree passed in 1860 by three Judges of the late Sudder 
Court, sitting as Special Commissioners, who reversed the order 
for resumption, but declined to determine the question as to 
mesne profits which had been realised by Government. On 
that occasion the Court said: “As to the wasilat which has 
* been taken by the Government from the parties in possession, 
“if the contest before us was confined to the simple question 
“ whether the Government was liable or not to the zemindar for 
“the amount, we should have no hesitation in declaring that 
“as the Government officers are held to have had no valid 
“ground for the proceedings under which they resumed and 
“assessed the lands, dispensing with the services previously 
« rendered by the ghatwals, and not showing that any expendi- 
“ture was made for the employment of others in their place 
“and vocation, so they cannot be allowed to appropriate these 


“ collections for the benefit of the State, on the grounds. and - 


“ assignments set up by the Government pleader in this case. 
“ But the contest is not confined to this question, but involves 
“the rights of the applicant and others, the ghatwals, not 
“now before the Court, whose rights are altogether denied by 
“the zemindar to receive the refund. Now, prim facie, the 
“ right to receive the sums collected, with deductions for quit- 
“rent due to the zemindar, is with the ghatwals, and with 
“the applicant before us. But be that as it may, it is not 
“within the competency of this Court, acting as Special Com- 
e missioners, under Regulation III. of 1828, summarily to 
“ determine a question of disputed private right of this nature, 
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“the more especially when one of the parties interested has | 


“not appeared before us, and is probably ignorant that such a 

“ question would be mooted in these proceedings. Such questions 

“ must be left to be decided by the regular Civil Courts of the 

“country. It is only necessary to add, that as the resumption 

“ proceedings have ‘been determined to be contrary. to law, we 

* award to the zemindar the entire costs of these proceedings in 
td 
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1868“ the resumption Courts, with interest thereon, from the date on 
‘Raza Lra- ec which he filed his application for review of their judgnient.” 

Bamanur © From this judgment Raja Lilanand Sing again appealed to 

‘run Govens- the Privy Council, who, on 4th February 1864, expressed them- 

ornens. selves On the question of mesne profits as follows (1): “ The 

* Judges, therefore, who made the decree of 1860 should, in their 

_ Lordships’ view of the matter, not have been silent as to the 

* title to the money, but have declared and acted-on it, if able, 

“from the materials and parties before them, to do so, or, if not 

“go able, have directed an enquiry to ascertain the person or 

s persons entitled. Now the ghatwals were not represented, or 


“were imperfectly represented, before the Courts’ when the 


ʻ “ materials before them, are not satisfied that a portion at least 
“of the fund does not belong to the ghatwals from whom 
“it was received, or their representatives. In using these 
“ expressions their Lordships treat the controversy as.extending 

- ' 7 Sto all the sums received by the Government, under the 

« resumption or re-assessment, though their conclusion would 

< be substantially the same if it were treated as confined to the 

“fund strictly subject specially to the particular proceeding 

e in which the order of 1855 or the decree of 1860 was made. 

« That a portion of the fund belongs to the zemindar, their 

s Lordships think highly probable, if on account of his quit- 

“rent or quit-rents fallen into arrear, but possibly also he 


` 
r 


e "| “decree of 1860 was made, and their Lordships, from the . 


“may have a just claim on more than this portion, or even 


« the whole fund, in respect of services which ihe ghatwals were,; 
“or had been, under an obligation to perform, and have, from 
“ any cause whatever, not performed. Subject to that deduc- 
“ tion, or those deductions, as the case may be, in favour of the 
“ zemindar, there appears to their Lordships a title fit to be 
_ considered to the whole fund in the ghatwals, who were in the 
_ “ actual enjoyment of the lands, or their representatives. But 
“their Lordships are of opinion that they have not, and that 
“in 1860 the Judges of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut (the 
“ Special Commissioners) had not before them sufficient mate- 
“vials to cnable them to direct safely, or. without hazard to 
i ' (1) 9 Moore, I A, 490. 
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« justice, the payment, apportionment, dr distribution of the 
“ fund or any part of it; and that, accordingly, the decree of 1860, 
“ should be added to, and that it should be declared that Special 
s: Commissioners, the Judges of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut, 


“had and have jurisdiction to decide upon the true title to 
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‘the funds in question upon this appeal, and to direct the ` 


<t payment and disposition of those funds with interests accord- 
“ingly; but- that at the hearing on which the decree under 
“ appeal was made, it did not sufficiently appear who was or were 
“thé person or persons justly entitled to the money, and that 
“ an enquiry ought to have been directed by the Court on that 


“ subject; and that with this declaration the cause should be . 


* yemitted to India in order to be further dealt with by the 
* Special Commissioners on that footing. We conceive that 
“ the Government ought to pay the costs of this appeal. Their 
“ Lordships will humbly advise Her Majesty accordingly.” 

Since -the order passed by the Privy Council in 1864, these 
cases have more than once been before the Court, and the parties 


desire that they may, if possible, be disposed of from the materials . 


now before the Court. We think that it is quite possible for the 
Court to lay down the principle upon which the refund should be 
made, leaving it to the Court executing the decrée to carry out 
such details as may be necessary. We may observe here, that 
the settlement made with the ghatwals, for the lands found in 
their possession, was at half rates; the Government took half the 
sum assessed as the revenue, and left the other half in the hands 
of the ghatwals to cover costs of collection and profits. No pro- 
vsion appears to have been made for the payment of the quit- 
rent to the zemindar. We are informed that the. ghatwals who 
claim right to the mesne profits, are divided into four classes: 1st, 
those who are in possession of their ghatwali lands, as the res- 
pondent in this case; 2nd, those who have lost possession since 
the settlement, the estate having been sold for arrears of Govern- 
ment revenue ; 3rd, those who have compromised with the zemin- 
dar; 4¢h, those who have lost possession under sales for arrears 
of revenue, and the purchasers have compromised with the zemin- 
dar. We think that one principle will be applicable to all cases. 
In those cages which come under class 3, the ghatwals can get 


e 18—C 


122 HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


1868 nothing; in those which come under class 4, the purchaser’s com- 
Rasa Tua- promise will not affect any right the ghatwal may have had paor 
Bastanu to the transfer.of the lands to the purchasers. 

rae Goven- Now, what is the theory of the ghatwali lands? They are 
MENT AND 
oruers, assigned to the ghatwals for maintenance in return for, and in, 
payment of, police duties performed by them, and this remuner- 
ation they receive in liew of wagesin money. The profits of the 
ghatwali lands, therefore, may be said to represent the wages 
~ which, if paid in money, would have been paid to the ghatwals 
for their services. Till the resumption took place, these profits 
(and ex-profits I mean, after the usual deductions for expenses of 
cultivation) were subject to a small demand on the part of the 
zemindar in the shape of a quit-rent, so that it may be said the 
„remuneration of the ghatwals was then represented by the 
profits of their lands, minus so much as represented the quit-rent. 
When the settlement was made after the lands had been 
resumed, they were assessed at rates supposed to be current in 
the neighbourhood, and the assessment so made may farily be 
said to represent the value of, or the wages due for, the services 
which the ghatwals, as such, were bound to render, but which 
on the occurrence of the resumption they had ceased to perform. 
It may, be here remarked in passing, that the rates fixed at 
settlement are those which the tenants are considered capable 
of paying after deducting the expenses of cultivation gnd 
profit to the cultivator. By the terms of the settlement, half 
of the sum so assessed went into the pockets of the ghatwal, 
and half was paid as revenue to Government, so that during 
the period the settlement lasted, the ghatwals were enjoying 
half salary for doing no service, and the Government received 
the other half in lieu of services which it had dispensed with. 
It appears to me, therefore, that the ghatwals have, in the half 
rates which they protected during the existence of the settlement, 
been amply compensated for any loss they may have sustained 
(though they do not appear to have sustained any) during the 
period when, owing to particular circumstances, they did not, and 
could ‘not, perform their police duties. It has been suggested to 
us that the value of the services of the ghatwals might be com- 
puted by ascertaining the numerical strength of each post, and 
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assigning to the sirdar, and each of the ghatwals, a salaryysuit- _ 1868 
able to their position ; but on the view we have taken above, such Rasa liti- 
computation appears to be unnecessary, for, if we are correct in Bauapur 
‘looking upon the whole profits of the ghatwali lands as equi- mez Govern- 
valent to the wages which the ghatwals would otherwise have “ormmas. 
received, it is apparent that when they did no service and retain- 
` ed a half of the profits for their own benefit, they cannot claim. 
the other half paid by them to Government in the shape of reve- 
nue, I think, therefore, the whole of the money paid by the 
ghatwals to the Government, in the shape of revenue, should 
be paid over to the zemindar, Raja Lilanand Sing, partly as 
the quit-rent due to him, and the remainder as compensation 
for the loss of the services of the ghatwals during the period 
the settlement with the ghatwals continued in force. The sums 
to be refunded will, as provided for by the decree of the Privy 
Council, carry interest to the date of liquidation. 


This judgment is applicable to all the cases before the Court. 


Tue Ghatwals subsequently asked the Court to review its 
judgment on the following grounds: 


1. “This Hon’ble Court have (in their judgment of 25th August 
last) defined the mesne profits referred to in the decision- of the 
Privy Council of 4th February 1864, to be the rent or revenue 
paid by the ghatwals (including your petitioner) to Government, 
Whereas, your petitioner submits,—that the mesne profits in 
that suit or complaint, viz., of the zemindar, were and are the 
damages sustained by him from the wrongful act and holding of 
Government; that the compulsory revenue assessed and levied 
upon your petitioner was not and never could have been a due 
or profit of the zemindar; that the Government settlement (con~ 
firmed, 17th April 1852) left untouched the rent and due of the 
zemindar, for it was made “with the exception of Rs. 215- 11, 
the amount of zur-i-mal, or rent specified in the sanad.” 

2. “This Hon’ble Court base their adjudication of the revenue- 
fund, illegally (though not wrongly, because by judicial decree) 
taken by the Government from your petitioner, to the zemindar, 
as his right (for ‘ quit-rent’ and for < compensation’), upon a 
definition of the status of ghatwal. Whereas, your petitioner 
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submits, that the terms and purport of the judgment of the High 
Court of 17th June 1865, in the suit of the zemindar against 


your petitioner, contradicted that definition, as to your petitioner, ` 
one Govens- and make it wholly inapplicable. Moreover, as your petitioner 


humbly submits, the tenor and reasoning of the judgments (cer- 
tainly of the majority of the judgments) in the Full Bench case of 
Kuladwip Narayan Sing (1), is quite opposed to the limited 
and servile character attributed to all ghatwali holdings by 


‘the judgment of which a review is now sought. The inter- 


est of the ghatwal in the Full-Bench case is precisely simi- 
lar to- that of your petitioner as judicially found, and is in 
proof before this Hon’ble Court. Your petitioner, therefore, 


- humbly submits, that it is not with the judicial competence of 


this Hon’ble Court, upon a miscellaneous enquiry (as it were in 
execution), to test your petitioner’s claim to a return of his monies 
paid under an illegal assessment by a new definition of his status.” 

3. At the hearing of this case, your petitioner’s claim to a 
refund from Government of what he had paid, was based on 
these premises, viz., (here a summary is given of the Ghatwal’s 
argument above reported.) Your petitioner humbly submits, 


‘that the judgment of this Hon’ble Court no otherwise meets the 


above argument, than by the declaration (virtually) that your 
petitioner’s tenure is merely chakeran and on sufferdnce, which 
declaration certainly does confer a new right and claim upon 
the zemindar; but which, your petitioner submits, is not sup- 
ported by, nor consistent with, the record, nor with the weight 
of precedent.” 

4, “This Hon’ble Court consider, that the ghatwals, during 
the period when the Government settlement was in force, ‘ could 
not perform their police duties.’ It is apparent, that the zemin- 
dar could not have been prejudiced by the non-performance of 
those duties; and yet, this Hon’ble Court give over a portion of 
the revenue taken from your petitioner ‘as compensation for the 
loss of the services of the Ghatwals.’ As to quit-rents, what- 
ever claim for arrears might exist, no part of the fund in the 
hands of Government’ consists of` those rents.” 


(1) Oase No. 290 of 1865, 8th Sept., 1866, 
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The judgment of the Court was delivered by 
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Locu, J.—After hearing Counsel for the, petitioner, we are 


NAND SING 
BANADUR 


of opinion that there are no valid grounds for admitting a sre Goverx- 


review, It is quite unnecessary to submit the question as to 
the status of a ghatwal to the decision of a Full Bench as we 
have been asked to do., An objection somewhat hypercritical 
has been taken to the use of the word “mesne profits” by 
the Court, but we may observe that the word has been 
used throughout the proceedings and in judgements previously 
passed, and even if the word be a“ misnomer,” the petitioner 
cannot, from its use by the Court, be considered to have made out 
a ground for review. The application is rejected with costs, 
The order passed i in this case is applicable to the other appli- 


cations for réview from the same judgment. 


Before Mr. Justice Trevor and 
Mr. Justice Campbell, 


TEKAIT MANORAJ SING & ormmns 


(Durenpants) v. RAJA LILANAND ' 


SING (Prarnrrrr) and Cases Nos, 301, 
353, and 359 of 1864, 


The following judgment was delivered 
in these cases, on the 29th June, 1865 : 

These cascs are nearly allied to No. 299, 
which has been already decided (1). They 
are suits by the snme semindar of 
Kurukpore, to resume similar ghatwali 
cnures, and dispossess the ghatwais. 
There is this difference, that in this case 
the ghatwals do not produce any such 
sanads as that of Captain Brown’s filed 


in the former case, and in which occur 


the words “mokurrari istamrari” quoted 
by us in that case. 

In one of the present cases, the cir- 
cumstances are so far different, that plain- 
taffs had some years ago dispossessed the 
picacnt defendants on tho pretended 
authority of n decree against some other 
persons, a step which was reversed in 


appeal, and he now sues on the double 
gronud that the service was abolished, 
and Tufani Sing, father of the defendant, 
dismissed by, the petitioner’s ‘father, in 
consequence of which the service, &c., 
fell into disuse, and (as in the first cnso) 
that he has arranged with Government 
regarding the service. But as no default 
on- the part of Tufani Sing is alleged, 
and the act of dismissal and stoppage og 
the service is that of the plaintiff (or his 
father) and not of the defendant, the 
question in either case is oxactly the 
same, viz., whether plaintiff has power, 
without the fault of the ghatwals, to 
determine their tenure and eject them 
from their lands, 

Although the defendants in the cases 
now before us, have no sanad of Capt, 
Brown, they have sanads of Raja Kader 
Ali (the original zemindar at the time 
of the permanent settlement) similar to 
that produced in the former case, aud 
in which the zemindar recites that the 
talook ss have beon held as ghatwali 
jeghirs from former time, and confirms 
them to be held “according to tho cus 
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Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 


MATHURANATH DUTT (Darenpant) v. KEDAR NATH MOOKER- 
JEE (Piamrirs.)* . 


Minor—felinguishment of Jote by Guardian. 


A sued B to recover possession of an hereditary jote, of which he alleged that 
he had been dispossessed by B, during his minority. ‘B, raised the defence of relin- 
quishment by A’a grandmother and guardian. The lower Court decided, on the 
merits, against A, but on special appeal, the High Court held, that it was not shown 


“that the relinquishment was for the benefit of the minor, and, therefore, the decree of 


the Court below must be reversed. On review, Loon, J. held, that the judgment of 


* Application for Review, No. 285 of 1868, against the judgment of the Hon’ble 
G. Loch and the Hon’ble F. A. B. Glover, Judges of this Court, ia on then 16th 
of June 1868 in Special Appeal, No. 2809 of 1867, 





tom.” A small quit-rent is stated, and 
the holders confirmed in the remaining 
proceeds, their duty of guarding against 
murderers and robbers being at the same 
time recited. 

. We have not then here the express 
words “ mokurrari istamrari” used in re- 


gard to some of these tenures in pre- 


vious sanads, but the question still simply 
is—Are these tenures of the same 
character as that which has been al- 
ready found to be “ mokurrari istamrari” 
and as those of Beerbhoom described 
in the preamble of Regulation XXIX of 
1814, or are they of a different charactor. 

Weare of opinion, that these tenures are 
of a character precigely similar to that dis- 
posed of in No. 299, and all our remarks 
in the judgment in that ense, (1) with 
the exception of those based on Captain 
Brown’s, similarly apply to the pre- 
dent cases. Sanads of Raja Kader Al! 
abundantly show that the tenures were 
no new or recent creations, but were hand- 
ed down from former times, and show, we 
think, that although the word istamrari 
is not used, the tenures have in fact been 
handed down from genoration to genera- 
tion, and that, whatever their incopfions, 


of Regulation XXIX of 1814: 


burdens in money and service were not 
arbitrarily fixed at the will of the zemin- 
dar, but were regulated by old custom’ 
These algo are considerable talooks com~ 
prising many villages, and not mere 
pieces of service land, They are, we think, 
exactly analogous to the tenure already 
upheld, and that ghatwals must be con- 
sidered to be such that in the language 
“Every 
ground exists to believe that according to 
the former usages and constitution of the 
country, this class of persons are entitled 
to hold their lands, generation after ge- 
neration, in perpetuity, subject neverthe- 
less to the payment of a fixed and esta- 
blished ront, and to the performance of 
certain duties.” We need not repeat all 
that has been said in the former judg- 
ment. We consider that neither the more 
will of the zemindar nor the arrange- 
ments with Government to pay Rupees 
10,000 per annum for the performance 
of the service dne from all these tenureca, 
is any giound, whatever, for the present 
suits. Wo think that the defendants can- 
not be dismissed or dispossessed, except 
for some default of theirs, and we decree 
these appeals with costa. 


they have become hereditary; algo that the ` 
(1) 8 W, Ru 84 
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the High Court on special appeal must be roversed as being ultra vires, for that the 1868 
question of injury to the minor was not urged in the Court below, no issue was M ATHURANATH 
* raised on that point, and even if the relinquishment of the jote by the guardian did Durr 
tarn ont to the disadvantage of the minor, that was not sufficient ground for setting Kaini 
aside the act of the guardian as invalid, provided that at the time it was done, it MOOKERJEK. 
appeared to be for the interest of the minor, and was done in good faith —GLOVER, J., 
held, that the conclusion of the High Court on special appeal, was justified, but was 
willing to remand the case to tho Judge below to find the fact, whether or no the 
relinquishment by the guardian was made in good faith for the interest of the 
minor. 
THis was an application for review of the judgment of the ` 
High Court (1). 
The grounds of the application were : 
lst.—That the objection of limitation had been raised in 
the Court of first instance, and was, therefore, properly put forward 
in special appeal. 
2nd.—That the case should have been remanded to try the 
issue of limitation raised. ; 
3rd.—That when the Judge below found, as a fact, that the 
guardian had relinquished the jote, the Court ought to have 
remanded the case, for a further finding as to whether this relin- 
quishment was for the benefit of the minor, and ought not to 
have decided the fact itself on special appeal. 


Mr. Paul (with him Baboo Khettra Mohan Mookerjee) for the 
respondent (petitioner. ) 


Baboo Krishna Sakha Mookerjee, contra. 


Locas, J.—On hearing the arguments of both parties, I am, 
inclined to think, that our judgment, of which a review is now 
sought, went beyond the record, when it determined that as the 
resignation of the jote, by the grandmother of the minor, was 
not for his benefit, such resignation was of no force. Two good 
reasons have been urged against the judgment: I1st—That the 
question of injury was never urged in the Court below, -and no 
issue was raised on the point. The plaintiff's case was, that his 
grandmother had let the lands to Chandra Sekhar, and that indi- 


(1) 1 B. L.R. (A. O), 17. 
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vidual has been ejected by the defendant. The defendant 


Maruvaaxatt pleaded resignation of the lands by plaintiffs grandmother» 


v. 
KEDARNATH 
MookERJEE, 


, 


The Judge disbelieved the evidence of the plaintiffs, and held 
that the defendant had proved the fact of resignation, and dis- 
missed the case. There was no other question beforehim. 2nd.— 
The mere fact of an act done by a guardian for a minor turning 
out to the disadvantage of the minor, is not a sufficient reason for 
declaring such act to be null and void. If the act were one 


_ which at the time it was done appeared to be for the interest of 


the minor and was done in good faith, but the result was injurious 
to the minor, such result would not be a sufficient ground fox 


i setting- aside the act of the guardian as invalid. Under this 


view of the case, I think our judgment should be set aside, and 
that of the judge restored. I think the plea of limitation, as it 
was not taken before, must be rejected, 


GLOVER, J.—I am against this application, at least as it was 
argued before us by the learned counsel Mr. Paul. 

It appears to me that the petitioner should be kept to the 
grounds detailed in his application for review, and thatthe only 
ground for argument is, that we sitting in special appeal were not 
justified in finding a fact not found by the Court below, namely 
that the relinquishment was against the minor’s interests. 

Now I am very much disposed to think, that the Judge dià 
substantially find this fact. Hè held, that the land, an hereditary 
jote, had been allowed to pass into the defendant’s possession, 
through the carelessness and neglect of the minor’s guardian, and it 
seems to follow that such neglect must, in the nature of things, 
have been prejudicial to the minor’s interests; and that under the 
circumstances we were justified in drawing such a conclusion 
ourselves, and in thinking that the Judge had done the same. 


- And the only ground of review, as it appears to me, would have 


been, that, as a matter of law, there was no obligation on the part 
of the defendant to show that the abandonment by the guardian 


was for the minor’s interests, but that the minor was bound in 


either case., 
But had that ground been taken, I would have held that there 
was such an obligation on the defendant., Itake it to be a sound 
es 
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legal proposition, that alienations or abandqnments by a guardian , 1888 


‘ must not be wantonly done, but must be for the manifest interest Matucnanati 


and convenience of the infant, or at least must be made in good B 
bd DARNATIL 

faith to those ends. MooxERIEE. 

It was not denied in this case, that the land was the minor’s- 
hereditary jote, primé facie a desirable property to retain; and . 
it, therefore, seems to me, that if he did fail to prove Chandra fot 
Sekhar’s dispossession (he being a minor at the time), he was 
still entitled to call upon the defendants to show how they 
became possessed of the land. Indeed, the Judge below seems to 
have admitted his right so far, by going into the defendant's title, 
and by making the abandonment by the grandmother fatal to, 
the rights of the grandson. 

I am willing, if it be thought worth while, to remand the 
case to the Judge to find the fact, whether or no the relinquish- 
ment by the guardian was made in good faith for the interests of 
the minor, but I would not go beyond the grounds of review as i 
stated in the petition. 


Locu, J. (Whose opinion as that of the senior Judge pre- 
vailed).— Review is hereby granted, and the decree in special 
appeal No. 2809 of 1869 is set aside, and the lower Court’s judg- 
ment restored.” l l 


r 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 
Is tHE matrer or RANI RAISONNISSA BEGUM.* 1868 
Certificate—Acts XL. of 1858 and XXVII. of 1860. 


A, as widow of B ond guardian, under a will, of his minor son, obtained a ` 
certificate of administration under section 8 of Act XL. of 1858. C, another widow 
of B, subsequently applied for a certificate under section 3 of Act XXVIL of 
1860. The Judge summarily rejected C’s application, on the ground that the grant of 
a certificate to her would lead to confusion. Held, on appeal, that the Judge ought ~ 


to have issued notices and proceeded under section 3 of Act XXVII of 1860, 


Rani Khajurunnisa (1), as widow of Raja Syud Enaet Hossein 
and guardian, under a will, of his minor son, obtained a certificate 


* Miscellaneous Regular Appeal, No. 414 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating 


Judge of Purneah, = 
(1) 9 W. R., 459. 
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of administration under Act XL. of 1858. Rani Raisunnisa, 


N THEMATTER another widow of the deceased Raja, applied to the Judge of 


oF 


Rasunnissa Purnea, on the 29th August 1860, for a certificate under Act 


Breevs. 


XXVII. of 1860, to enable her to collect her share ‘of. the 
deceased’s debts. . ` 

The Judge summarily anda the application, on the Sa 
thať to grant it would only lead to confusion, as Rani Khajurun- 


nisa could do all that was required under the certificate granted 


her for the whole estate under Act XL. of 1858. 

Rani Raisunnisa appealed, urging that certificates under Acts 
XL. of 1858 and XXVII. of 1860 were distinct, and could not 
clash, and that she was entitled to sue under the latter Act to 
protect her interests. 

Mr. C. Gregory for petitioner, appellant. f 

Mr. Paul (with him Mr. R. E. Twidale and Baboo Annada 
Prasad Banerjee) for Rani Khajurunnissa. 

- The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Locu, J.—We think the reasons given by the Court below, 
refising to grant the application for a certificate under Act 
XXVIL of 1860 are wrong. A certificate granted under Act 
XL. of-1858 to administer to an estate, though it gives the right 


~a 


to the administrator to collect the debts due to the estate, is not ` 


sufficient to enable the party to whom the certificate is granted to 
enforce that right in Court, if the debtor objects to pay the debt, 
for without a certificate under Act XXVII. of 1860 no debtor 
of any deceased person can be compelled in any Court to pay 
his debt to any person, claiming to be entitled to the effects of 
any deceased person or any part thereof, except on the produc- 
tion of a certificate to be obtained under the Act. 

` The opposite party claimed under a will. Had that will been 


‘proved, we might have thought it unnecessary to order further 


enquiries in the case, because under that will thé opposite party 


will be entitled to collect the debts due to the estate.. But as this ` 


Court has held in Feda Hossein v. Rani Khajurunnisa (1) that 
the Judge has not pronounced in favour of the will or against it, 
we think that the Judge was bound in the present application to 


(1) 9 W. R., 459. 
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proceed, as required by section 3 of the Act, and after such 
enquiries as may be necessary to determine which of the parties, 
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In TOE MATTER 


or RANI 


i. e. claimants, was entitled to a certificate under that. Act? It Rarsunwissa 


has been said that as the applicant is only entitled toa small 
portion, if entitled to any thing, she is not entitled to a certifi- 
cate, and thf as the respondent has the greater interest, the 
certificate ought to be given to her. It has also been said that, 
as the petitioner was childless at the death of her husband, she 
is not entitled, under the Shia law, to succeed. With regard to 
the first objection, it seems to us that if the petitioner is entitled 
to a share, the mere fact of her having a small share will not 
debar her from getting a certificate entitling her to collect 
according to the share due to her; and with regard to the other 
point we have referred to Macnaghten and Baillie, and find 
nothing in support of the statement that a childless widow is 
not entitled to succeed to her husband’s estate. 

We, therefore, reverse the order of the lower Court, and re- 
mand the case to the Judge to be tried in the usual manner, and 
to determine whether the petitioner is or is not entitled tò 
receive a certificate, The partieswill pay their own costs, _ 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Bayley. 


MRITYUNJAYA SIRKAR (Puaintirr) v. GOPAL CHANDRA SIRKAR 
AND OTHERS (DEFENDANTS.)* 
Registry of Transfer—Acknowledgment of Tenancy. 

The mere deposit of rent in the Collector’s Office by the purchaser of an under- 
tenure in his own namo and that of the registered tenant, is not sufficient notice to 
the zemindar of such purchase; nor is the mere acceptance by the zemindar of rent 
Bo paid an acknowledgment on his part of the purchaser as his” under-tenant, but 
it is otherwise when there is acceptance with notice, notwithstanding that the transfer 


had not been registered. š 
A certain jote, registered in the zemindar’s books in the name 


of Jahiruddin, was sold in satisfaction of a decree for arrears 
of rent obtained by the zemindar against the said Jahiruddin. 
The plaintiff bronght a suit to set aside the sale, alleging that 
the jote did not- belong to Jahiruddin, but to him (plaintiff), 
* Special Appeal, No. 888 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Additional 
Judge of Jessore, reversing a decres of the Sudder Ameen of that District. 
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under his purchase from Jahiruddin; and that he and Kali 


Pee eee Kumar deposited the rents, which the zentindar had received, and, 


D. 
GOPAL CHAN- 


consequently, he could not ignore their relationship as tenants ; 


pra SwxAR. but, notwithstanding, the zemindar had sold the tenure under a 


collusive decree for rent against Jahirudin. 

The first Court gave a decree for the plaintiff which was reversed 
by the Judge, on appeal, on the ground.that the transfer had 
not been registered, and that mere cognizance by the zemindar 
of the fact of transfer would not cure the defect of want of regis- 
tration. 

Plaintif appealed specially. 


‘Baboos Banshidhar Sen and Girija Sankar Mozoomdar for 
appellant. i 


Mr. R. T. Allan and Baboos Bhawani Charan Dutt and Pyari 
Mohan Roy for respondents. 


The judgment of the High Court was delivered by 


Locs, J. (After stating the facts)\)—We do not concur in 
the J udge’s reasons for coming to the conclusion he has done, 
still we think his order must be affirmed. 

In special appeal, the plaintiff alleges that the Judge is 
wrong in holding that the law required his purchase to be regis- 
tered in the zemindar’s office, for as he is a cultivating ryot, no 
registration is required, he not being the holder of a tenure inter- 
mediate between the zemindar and the cultivator. This conten- 
tion is, however, at once contradicted by the fact admitted by 
plaintiff that he holds kabuliats from tenants under him for the 
the lands in question. 

He then goes on to urge that even if registration were necessary, 
the zemindar has condoned any omission on the part of the plain- 
tif by receiving rent from him; and he refers to several deposits of 
rent made by him into the Collector’s office, on account of this 
tenure, from 1862 to 1865, which he avers the zemindar took 
away. On referring, however, to the mode in which these 
deposits are entered, we find that they have been made in 
the joint names of Jahiruddin, Mrityunjaya, and Kali Kumar, 


but there is nothing-to show what was the particular interest 


baa) 
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belonging to plaintiff in the tenure. Nor in the declaration 1868 
made by the plaintiffs ‘agent under section 5, Act VI., 1862, Merrroxvava 
(B. C.) is any thing disclosed as to the plaintiff’s status ; nor is it copar Onan- 
shown to us thatany notice, in which the plaintiff claimed to be Dra Smar, 
the purchaser_of the tenure, was served on the defendant, so that 
even if defendants have, as alleged, taken all the money in deposit, 
it is impossible to say that he took it knowing that plaintiff had 
any interest in the tenure, or that he was thereby admitting 
plaintiff's title as a tenant. We think that when a party wishes 
to make known to the zemindar that he has a right to a tenure, 
the rent of which the zemindar refuses to take from him, he should 
distinctly state what is the interest he claims, and the notice to 
the zepindar should comprise this information. Itis not sufficient 
for a man wishing to protect his special interest, of which the 
zemindar may have no knowledge, to put money into the Collector’s 
office in the ‘name of the recorded tenants along with his own, 
without stating what his claim is, for, unless he do so, the zemindar 
is not obliged to enquire as to his status. The payments, as made 
by plaintiff, might have been voluntary payments, or payments, 
such as that of a mortgagee to save his own interest, which a 
zemindar is not bound to recognise. We think, therefore, plaintiff 
has failed to prove the acceptance of rent as condoning his omis- 
sion to register the tenure. We think the Judge is quite wrong 
in holding that the acceptance of rent by the zemindar would 
not be a sufficient acknowledgment of the plaintiff as a tenant, 
and would not cure the defect of non-registration. We think 
if the zemindar took rent from plaintiff, as holder of the tenure, 
he could not afterwards draw back and ignore his position in any 
suit for rent he might bring. 
Lastly, it is urged that no balance was due when the suit for 
rent was brought. This is not correct. There-was a balance, 
and the decree given shows that there was a balance. The 
special appellant, though, tried to shift his ground, saying that 
there was no arrear due when the tenure was sold, beyond a trifle 
for costs of suit and expenses of execution. There was a balance 
existing for which the tenure was liable to be sold, and it is 
impossible to say that this balance consisted of costs only. I 
think the special appeal should be rejected with costs. 


oe ` 


134 


1868 


Dee. 21 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B.L. R. { 


3 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Afr. Justice Macpherson. 


JANMAJAY MAZUMDAR (Prartirr) v. KESHAB LAL GHOSE 
AND ANOTHER (DEFaNDANTS.)* 


Hindu Law— Disappearance—Presumption of Death—Successton. 


When a Hindu disappears and is not heard of for a length of time, no person can 
succeed to his property, as heir, until the expiry of 12 years from the date on which 
he was last heard of. 


Tux following is the paige ot of the principal oo to. the. 
Buit, 


Kinkar Ghose, 
Dial Chandra Gorachand. 
Eadhakrishna | | 
hter Son 
Gangadhar, gambari = Madhab Chandra, 
’ Keshbab Lal Panchanan died Left two widows, 
: (Defendant) ano 1867. | 
| 
Bninath. Bindubeain, Fein 


Son, Prasanns Kumar, 


Sometime in 1260 (1857), Gorachand disappeared from his 
family, and his son, Madhab Chandra, took possession of bis father’s 
property. Eighteen months afterwards Madhab Chandra died, and 
his son, Prasanna Kumar, who shortly afterwards died, succeeded 
to the property. On the death of Prasanna Kumar, his mother, 
Bindubasini, took possession of the property. She died, and 
Panchanan took possession of the property. In 1269 (1862), 
Panchanan borrowed a sum of money from the plaintiff, and 
executed a bill of conditional sale of the property, and thereby 
agreed that on default of payment of the amount of principal 
and interest, on the 15th Aghran 1271 (1863), the sale of the 


` property should become absoluté. On default, plaintiff caused 


the usual notice of foreclosure to be issued under Section 8, 


‘Regulation “VII. of 1806. In the meantime, Panchanan died, 


* Special Appeal, No. 1239 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Jessore, 
reversing a decree of the Sydder Ameen of that District. 
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leaving Srinath, his only son. “After the expiry of the year of 
grace, the plaintiff, instituted the present suit against Srinath to. 
obtain possession of. the property in dispute. 

Srinath did not appear to defend the suit. But Keshab Lal 
Ghose applied to the Court to be made a party defendant, 
claiming as next heir to Gorachand, and set up the defence that 
Panchanan had no right to the property in dispute, and could 


` not mortgage it, as he died before the expiry of 12 years from the 


time of Gorachand’s disappearance. The presumption of death 


. of an absent party arising, according to Hindu law, not from the 


day -of his ‘disappearance, but after the expiry of 12 years from 
the date he has been last heard of. 

The ‘Sudder Ameen found that Panchanan died more sek 12 
years after the disappearance of Gorachand, and passed a decree 
in favor of the plaintiff 

On appeal, the Judge found, as a fact, that Panchanan died 
before the expiry of 12 years from the disappearance of Gora- 
chand, and held that, according to Hindu law, Panchanan had no 
right to the property in dispute. He, accordingly, dismissed the 
plaintiffs suit. l 

The plaintiff appealed specially. 


Baboo Bhawani Charan Dutt (Mr. Twidale with him), for the 
appellant, contended that the Hindu law provides only that 12 
years should be allowed for the re-appearance of a missing person, 
but that there is no provision as to the time when he will be 
presumed to have died (1). The natural presumption is, that 
death, which must be presumed from his non-appearance, occurred 
on the day of his disappearance. 


Mr. Rochfort (with him Baboo Tarak Nath Sen), for the 
respondent, contended, that when a man hds not been heard 
of for 12 years, it is to be presumed that his death occurred at the 
time of the expiry of such 12 years, and referred to the follow- 
ing cases: Gunagnaryan Bonnerjee v. Balram Bonnerjee (2); 
Musst. Ayabati v. Rajhrishna Sahoo (3). 


(1) Vyavastha Darpana, 10. (3) 3 Sel. 8. D. R, 28. 
(2) 2 Mor. Dig., 152. 5 3 
° 
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The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


MACPHERSON, J .—We think the judgment of the lower Ap- 


pellate Court is right, and this appeal ought to be dismissed. 
As the case is placed before us, the real contest is as to the right 
of succession to one Gorachand. This Gorachand, it is found by 
the lower Appellate Court, disappeared about the year 1258 
(1850), and has not since been’ heard of. A grandson, Panchanan, 
and Ambika, the widow of a deceased son, having both died, the 
respondent Keshab Lal Ghose contends that he, as the next heir 
of Gorachand, at: the time of the expiry of 12 years, from the 
date of Gorachand’s disappearance, is entitled to possession -of 
the property, which is the subject of the present suit. The lower 
Court has found as a fact that Panchanan died in Sraban or Bhadra 
1270 (1863); that Ambika died in Aswin of the same year; and 
that both of them died within 12 years of the date of Gorachand’s 
disappearance, i 

The plaintiff in this suit claims under a mortgage from 
Panchanan ; but the respondent, Keshab Lal, contends, that as 
Panchanan, if he did mortgage the property, did so within 12 
years of Gorachand’s disappearance, he did it before any right 
had accrued to him, and at atime when he could not deal with 
the property; and that, therefore, the mortgage does not affect 
or interfere with the rights of Keshab Lal as the next heir of 
Gorachand. The question is, whether,.when a Hindu disappears 
and is not heard of for a length of time, any person can succeed 
to, or take any interest in, his property as his heir, until after the 
expiry of 12 years from the date on which he was last heard of. - 

We think that no right accrues to any person as heir to the 
person disappearing until the 12 years have been completed. 
There is not much authority on the subject: but this appears to 
be the opinion of such writers as have touched upon the point.- 
In the course of the argument, we have been referred to Mac- 
naghten’s Hindu Law, Vol. II; page 9; case of Gunganaryan 
Bonnerjee v. Balram Bonnerjee (1); case of Musst. Ayabati 
v. Raj Krishna Sahoo (2); Strange’s Hindu Law, Vol. I; 


(1) 2 Mor. Dig., 152. (2) 3 Rol 8. D. R., 28. 
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p. 188; Vyavastha Darpana by Baboo Shama Charan Sircar, 


pages 10 and 11, and an unreported case (1). 


(1) Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. 
Justice Glover. 


Dromuner 8RD, 1868. 


SARADASUNDARI DEBI, v. GOBIND 
MANI ahds BRAJASUNDARI DEBI.” 


Hindu Law—Presumption of Death by 
Absence—Bequest to Idol. 


Tho rule of Enghsh Law, that « period of seven 
years’ absence without tidings 1s sufficient to raiso a 
presumption of death cannot be applied in the case 
of a Hindu. The Hindu Law has a rule of its own, 
Tequuing the Inpse of 12 years before an absont 
person, of whom nothing hes been heard, can be 
presumed to be dead. 

A testator by will left certain property to an idol, 
and appointed s sebait, The person so appointed 
died without taking charge of the proporty or filhog 
the ofhce, and the lands remained in the possesmnon 
of testator’s famuly. Meld, that this proporty would 
follow the course of the other properties left by 
testator, and bo divided with them among the 
devisees under the will, 


Baboos Srinath Das and Mohini Mohan 
Roy for appollant. 


Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee and 
Ashutosh Chatterjee for respondent. 


The facts of this cnse sufficiently 
appear in the judgment of the Court, 
which was delivered by 


Loon, J.—Krishua Nath Nynayapancha- 
nana died on the 9th of Chaitra (21st 
March 1851), leaving two widows; Mnhes- 
wariand Surjamani, and three daughters, 
Gobindamani alias Brajasnndari, the 
plaiitiff in this case, Jayagundari, and 
Saradasundari, the defendant in this-caso. 
Krishna Nath Nyayapanchanane executed 
a will, bearing date the 5th of- Bhadia 
1257 (20th August 1850), by which he 
gave maintenance to his elder wife, 
Suijamani, and left the rest of his pro- 
perty to. Maheswari, to be iu her solo 


manigement and control during her life, 
and on her death to be divided in equal 
shares by his three danghters. Ho further 
dedicated the lands of Basantpur to 
the service of the family idol, and appoint- 
ed his son-in-law, Biswanath, the husband 
of Saradasundari, to be sebait. Mahes- 
wari died on the 9th of Chaitra 1271 
(21st March 1865), and plaintiff brings 
the present suit for possession of the 
whole of the property left by her father, 
moveable and immoveable, on the ground 
that Jaynsundun is dead, Saradasundari 
is a childless widow, and that she is the 
only maried daughter likely tohave a 
family, and is entitled under the Hindu 
law to succeed The Judge stated, in his 
judgment with regard to the intention of 
the testator and the purport of the will (1) : 
“I am of opinion that the testator did 
“not intend that, at the death of his 
“ widow Maheswari, only those of his 
“ daughters who had sons or who were not 
“past child-bearing should succeed to his 
“property. On the contrary, the terms 
used cleary, show that all his thice 
“ daugthers wore to succeed ; that he never 
“contemplated their becoming childless 
“widows, or intended their exclusion, 
“because on this ground they would not, 
“as such, under Hindu law, be entitled to 
“ succeed. The concluding sentence, more- 
w over, in providing for the disposition of 
“the property on the death of any dangh- 
“ ter, shows that the testator never intended 
“to exclude childless daughters from 
“succeeding at the death of his widow 
“ Maheswari. Iam, therefore, of opinion 
“that on the third issue the plaintiff is 
“entitled, at the death of Maheswari, to 
“succeed to only one-third share with 
“ her other two sisters, and that she is 
not entitled to succeed undor the Hindu 
“Jaw in opposition to the terms of the 
“ will as interpreted in the forgoing,” No 


* Regular Appeal, No 46 of 1868, from a deoree of the officiating Judge of Moorshedabad. 


(1) The wording of the sill as regards tho 
daughters was “my thieo daughters shall inhent 
equally whatever is lenat Mahesy art's death, but the 


sons of the other (surviving) daoghters shall inherit 
the property of aay that may die childless.” 
‘4 
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we have expressed, we think the 


ee l judgment of the lower Appèllate Court is substantially right. 


v. f 
Kuswap LAL 


Guosn, ` 


appeal from this finding has been put in 
by the plaintiff ; and, therefore, we cannot 
allow the plaintiffs vakeel in answer to 
raise the question as to the correctness or 
otherwise of the Judgo’s finding upon 
this point; but before we proceed to 
enquire as to the right of the plaintiff, 
we must first determine whether Jaya- 
sandari is dead as asserted by the plain- 


+ tiff, or still alive, as asserted by tho 


defendants. The Judge has declared 
that piaintiff is entitled to one-third 
share of the landed properties on 
her own right, and one-third on the 
right of Jayasundari ; and the defendant 
being a childless widow incapable of 
succeeding Jayasundari, is entitled to 
one-third ; and, therefore, the appeal rests 
chiefly with regard to one-third of theim- 
moveable property. We concur with the 
Jndge in thinking that the direct evidence 
as to the death of Jayasundari is alto- 
gether untrustworthy ; but we think that 
the J udge is in error when, disposing of 
this point, he applied the rule of the 
English law, which provides that a period 
of seven years’ absence is sufficient to raise 
the presumption of death, when the Hinda 
Jaw has a rule of its own which requires 
the lapse of 12 years before the expiry of 


which an absent person, of whom nothing- 


has been heard, dming that period, cannot 
be considered as dead. (Loch. J., then 
stated and discussed the evidence on this 
point). Therefore, so mach of the 
Judge’s order, decreeing to the plaintiff 
one-third of the landed properties belong- 
ing to Jayasundari, must be set aside. 
With regard to the moveable property, 
we find that the plaintiff has put in a 
list, distinctly specifying many aiticles 
of household furnitare, &c. She did not 
ask the Court to attach these articles ; as 
articles which belonged to her father to be 
divided among the daughters onder the 
terms of the will; and she has valued 
these articles at about Rs. 925. We 


- 


think that plaintiff has entirely failed to 
prove the existence of these articles, and 
that their value was what she has stated 
in the plaint We think the onus was 
upon her to do so; and, therefore, with 
regard to the moveable property, plaintiff 
is entitled only to recover her share of 
the movenble properties which the defend- 
ant has admitted. - 

The plaintiff has claimed certain plots of 
lakheraj land situated in various places 
which she says were the properties of her 
father. The defendant alleges that she 
was only in possession of one-half, the 
other half being the property of Baikant- 
nath Newgi ; and she urges that plaintiff 
cannot get a deerce of the one-third of the 
whole, unless she can prove that defendant 
was in possession of the whole. We think 
this contention is correct, and plaintiff 
has failed to prove defendant’s possession 
to the whole of the land. Her decree must 
be limited to one-third of the half share. 
Certain other lands, which are claimed 
by the plaintiff, me alleged by the 
defendant to be not in her possession. 
We think that the plaintiff, if sho 
wished to recover theso Jands from the 
defendant, and to make her liable for them, 
was bound to prove that they were in hor 
possession. 

With regard to the sebait property 
Basantpur, we find that though, under 
the will, a sebait was appointed, yet be 
neyer took charge of the property, nor 
did he fill the office, and the lands re- 


15 Mar, 


mained in the possession of the widow ° 


of Krishnonath Nyayapanchanana, The 
sebait has, been dead for several years, 
and no one had been appointed in that 
office. Under these circumstances, we 
think that this propérty must follow 
the course of the other properties, and 
plaintiff be declared entitled to one-third 
of the same. i ` 

We amend the Judgo’s decree accord- 


ingly. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, 
and Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


KALI KRISHNA PAL CHOWDHRY (Puarntirr) v. SRIMATI JAGAT- 
TARA AND aneruee (DerexDants.)* 


Limitation—Account— Cause of Action Act XIV. of 1859, s. 1, cl. 18. 


The representatives of a gomasta, who had, for the last four years of his life, 
taken the moneys of his employers in advance for tho purposes of the business, were 
sued for the balance of account of such moneys after giving credit for the amount 
of the gomasta’s annual salary. Held, that the suit, being brought in less than six 
years from the date of the gomasta’s death, was not barred by the provisions of Act 
XIV. of 1859. 


Tars was an appeal to the High Court, under section 15 of 
the Letters Patent. 

The suit was instituted on the 4th April 1866 (7th Chaitra 
1272), in the Court of the Principal Sudder Ameen of Dacca, 
to recover Rs. 1,085, 14 annas, 15 gundas. The defendants were 
the representatives of one Mathuranath Pal Chowdhry, deceased, 
who had acted as the plaintiff's gomasta up to 23rd Baisakh of 
the Mahajani 1269, corresponding to 1862, the date of his death. 
The sum claimed was for monies of the plaintiff taken by 
Mathuranath Pal, in advance, for the purposes of the business, 
from the year 1265, corresponding to 1858, and for which he had 
not accouited at the time of his death, after crediting the amount 
of his yearly salary from the same date, which had not otherwise 
been paid to him. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen dismissed the plaintiff's claim for 
all sums drawn out by the deceased Mathuranath more than six 
years before the institution of the suit, in taking the account, and 
debited the plaintiff with the salary due to the deceased only for 
the period within six years prior to the institution of the suit. 

On appeal the Judge upheld the Principal Sudder Ameen’s 


decision. 


* Appeal No. 3 of 1868, under section 15 of the Letters Patent of 28th December 
1865, from a judgmont of Mr. Justice Kemp, prevailing against the judgment of 
Mr. Justice E. Jackson, dated the 29th February 1868, in Special Appeal No. 1618 
of 1867, from a decree of the Zilla Court of Dacea. 
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The plaintiff then appealed specially. 


E. Jackson, J.—The plaintiff sues to recover the aggregate 


-amount of certain sums of money from time to time taken by 


his gomasta, from the year 1265, corresponding to 1858, to the 
date of his death, deducting therefrom the total amount of salary 
due to the-gomasta. The defendants are the heirs of the gomasta. 
The fact of the money being taken, and of the salary being due, 
has been found by the lower Appellate Court, but it is said 
that the lower Appellate Court has erroneously applied limitation 
to the sums taken by the gomasta in the years 1265 and 1266, 
A. D. 1858 and 1859. That Court has held that whatever was 
due at the end of the year 1266, is barred, and must be deducted 
from the claim. - For plaintiff it is contended that that sum is not 
proved, as the salaries for the following years should have been’ 
set off against that sum. 

It appears to me that this Court should not, in any way, favor 
the plea of limitation. When the law applies, it must have its 
course, but if, upon the ordinary system of taking accounts 
between master and servant, the salary of each year, as it fell due, 
would have been set off against the sums appropriated by the 
gomasta, it would be more consonant with equity to adopt that 
course of account than to hold that the salary of each year was 
to be set off only against the debt of each year, and thus allow 
a large portion of the debt to be barred from recovery. 

There does not appear to have been any misappropriation. 
The gomasta was allowed, from time to time, whatever sums of 
money he required from the treasury of his master. These had 
to be repaid; and it seems to be admitted that the first item given, 
which the master would repay himself, was the servant’s salary. 
It seems to me that there was, in fact, a running account between 
the master and servant; and that if the servant had overdrawn, ’ 
what was due for his salary in the year 1266, the sum which was 
due for his salary at the end of 1267, would be credited at the: 
end of that year against what had been overdrawn at the end of 
1266 ; and if a balance still remained, that the amount due for the 
salary of the year 1268, would, at the end of the year 1268, be 
credited against that balance; and similarly if a balance still 
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remained, the salary for the year 1269 would, at the end of that 1868 
year, be also credited against that balance; and similar credits of Xu Kuen ` 
salary due at the end of each year, or whenever the salary fell Cuowpury i 
due, would continue to be made against the oldest standing debts. j Siar 
Tf this is the correct view of the law, the manner in which the 
lower Appellate Court has taken the account is erroneous. The 
principle in law upon which I think this is the correct mode of 
taking the accounts, is the right of the creditor to appropriate 
sums, however paid, in reduction of debt, to whatever portion of 
the debt he pleases, so long as the debtor does not distinctly state 
that the sums so paid are paid against a particular debt. I woulde 
reverse the Judge’s decision, and, on the account as I hold it 
should be taken, would find that no portion of the gomasta’s 
debt is barred by limitation; and, serene: I would decree the 
plaintiffs claim with all costs. 

As there is a difference of opinion in law, the opinion of Mr. 
Justice Kemp must prevail, and this appeal be dismissed. 


Kemp, J.—I cannot concur in the judgment of my learned 
colleague. I would confirm the decision of the lower Appellate 
Court, which, I may observe, confirms that of the Court of first 
instance. i 

The view taken by Mr. Justice E Jackson of the application 
of the Statute of Limitations to the facts of this case, as admitted 
between the parties, or substantiated by reliable evidence, is 
wholly different from the plea raised by the plaintiff, special 
appellant, in the lower Appellate Court. 

I proceed to state briefly the nature of the suit as gathered 
from the pleadings, which I have consulted in the original verna- 
cular. The plaintiff is a mahajan; he sues the heirs of a deceas- 
ed gomasta, by name Mathuranath Pal, on the allegation 
that the said gomasta overdrew from the funds of the three 
gadis under his charge, at various dates, from the year of his 
appointment in 1265, corresponding to 1858, to the date of his 
death in 1269, corresponding to 1862, an aggregate sum of 
Rs. 1,645, omitting fractions from this sum, the plaintiff gives 
credit on account of salary during the whole period of the de- 
ceased gomagta’s incumbency, Rs. 560; and his claim is for 
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1868 the balance of Rs. 1,272. In his plaint, the plaintiff states that, as 
Kaui Knisu- there was no stipulation within which the sums so overdrawn were 
* Cuownusr to be repaid, his cause of action for the whole sum so overdrawn, 
Suna which ranges over five years, arose on the day after the death 
; of the gomasta, or on the 25th Baisakh 1270. 
_ Both the lower Courts have held that clause 16, section 1, Act 
XIV. of 1859, applies to that suit, and that on the date of insti- 
tution of suit, 7. e. the 17th Chaitra 1272, B. S., the monies over- 
drawn in 1265 and 1266 were barred by lapse of time. A decree. 
was given in part of the sum claimed, or for sums overdrawn in 
ethe years 1267, 1268, and 1269, after deducting the salary due to 
the late gomasta for those three years up to the date of death. 

In appeal to the Judge, the plaintiff, special appellant, appealed 
on one ground alone, which I have translated from his petition of 
appeal in the vernacular, viz. :—‘ Itis not customary to recover in 
each sum overdrawn by a gomasta as long as he is in the ser- 
vice. Mathuranath Pal was in service up to the date of hia 
death, ergo my cause of action arose from the date of his death. 
The Principal Sudder Ameen has overlooked this, and has cal- 
culated the period from which limitation runs from the date of 
each item overdrawn.” 

Before us the pleader of the special appellant abandons this 
plea altogether, and raises an entirely new one, which has found 
favor with my learned colleague. I am clearly of opinion that 
as there was no stipulation between the parties that the salary 
of the deceased gomasta was to be set off at all against the 
items overdrawn by him, much less that the salary due for the 
whole period of his service was to be set off against the oldest 
elafm in point of date on account of sums overdrawn by him, so 
as to evade the Statute of Limitations, the concurrent opinion of 

« the lower Courts, which is based upon the pleadmgs and allega- 
tions before them, is the correct one. I would dimias this appeal 
with costs and interest. 

From this judgment the plaintiff appealed under section 15 of — 
the Letters Patent. 


Baboo Ramesh Chandra Mitter for appellant. i 
Baboo Kali Mohan Doss for respondents, 
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The judgment in appeal was delivered, as follows, by 
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Pracocr, C. J.—In order to-decide whether this case is bar- Cuowoner 


red by limitation, we must ascertain what is the cause of action. 
It is admitted, I think on both sides, that the deceased was the 
general agent of the plaintiff in the management of his business, 
and that he did, in fact, draw out of the business moneys which 
belonged to the plaintiff. I do not think that it would be in the 
mouth of the representatives of the agent to say that he drew 
that money without any authority, and that he was merely 
embezzling the money, nor was it so contended on the part of the 
plaintiff or of the defendants. We must, therefore, look upon the 
moneys which the agent drew out in the same light as if they 
were moneys advanced by the plaintiff to him for the general 
purposes of the business. 

In such a case the cause of action would not accrue immedi- 
ately the money was advanced. There would be an obligation 
on the agent to render an account of his agency, and to account 
for the moneys in question. In using the word “ account,” I use 
it in its legal sense as not confined merely to rendering an account 
of what he has done with the money, but as including the pay- 
ment of any balance which might be found due from him upon 
taking the accounts. The agent died before he was requested to 
account for, or to render an account of the moneys; and, then, 
I apprehend a cause of action accrued against his representatives 
so far as they had assets to repay to the principal any balance, 
which, upon the adjustment of the accounts, might appear due 
from the agent. 

It appears to me, therefore, that the period of six years must be 
computed not from the time when the agent drew the moneys, 
but from the time of his death. That period not being six years 
before the commencement of the suit, it appears to me that the 
plaintiffis entitled to recover the full amount what, upon the 
taking of accounts, may appear to have been overdrawn by the 
agent. The result, therefore, is that, according to the view taken 
by Mr. Justice E. Jackson, the plaintiffs claim as laid is decreed ; 
but considering that the case has not been clearly presented to 
the various Courts before which it has been brought, and that if 
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the claim had been so presented, a different result might have 
been come to, it appears to us that the plaintiff ought to have his 
costs in the first Court, and that each party should bear his own 


costs in the lower Appellate Court and in this Court. There will | 


be a decree for the plaintiff for Rs. 960, with costs in the first 
Court on that amount, and the defendant will obtain costs in that 
Court, calculated on Rs. 126, 


Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


SRINATH GANGOPADHYA AnD oTHBRS (DEFENDANTS) v. 
SARBAMANGALA DEBI (Prarntire.)* 


Stridhan—Unbetrothed Daughter—Succession. 


A Hindu directed his wife to settle certain property after his decease upon 
their daughter. She did so by deed of gift (Hibbanama), giving it to their daughter 
“to be enjoyed by her, her sons and grandsons, &c, one after another; the other 
heirs not to have any concern with it.” Held, that the plaintiff as the danghter’s 
daughter had no right to share therein with her brothers, the daughter’s sons. 

A betrothed daughter is not entitled at her mother’s death to share in her stri- 
dhan, but the unbetrothed daughters alone inherit with the sons. 

When stridhan hag once devolved as such upon an heir, it does not continue to 
dovolve as stridhan, but afterwards devolves according al the ordinary rules of 


Hindu law. 

THIS was a suit to recover possession of certain moveable 
and- immoveable properties left by the plaintifs mother, 
Durgamani Debi, upon the allegation that Sadasib Roy Chow- 
dry, the maternal grandfather of the plaintiff, gave permission to 
his wife, Bimala Debi, the maternal grandmother of ‘the plain- 
tiff, to make a gift of all immoveable properties to Durgamani, 
the mother of the plaintiff. That accordingly Bimala granted 


_ to Durgamani, by a Hibbanama, the parcel of property No. 1; 


that some of the other properties in dispute were obtained by 
gift or purchase by Durgamani; that the rest were purchased 
during the time the plaintiff and her brothers lived in commen- 
sality; that Durgamani being possessed of the property as her 
stridhan, departed this life, leaving her surviving a married 


* Regular Appeala, Nos. 8 aiid 15, from the decices of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen of Rungpore, dated the 19th September 1868, r 
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daughter, three minor sons, the defendants herein, and an 1808 
unmarried daughter, the plaintiff. That the plaintiff being an Samara 
unmarried daughter, inherited the property left by her mother = >uvA 
along with her brothers, with whom she had lived in commen- SAE MGR: 
sality up to Baisakh, 1273 (1866), when, in consequence of a 
disagreement, she had separated from her brothers. She prayed 
to be put in separate’ possession of her property. 

The defendants raised the defence (inter alia) that the suit 
was barred by lapse of time; that their mother died after 
having given birth to a daughter; that at that time the plaintiff 
was betrothed; that the new-born daughter died two days after 
the death of their mother; that therefore, according to Hindu law, 
the plaintiff had no right to the property; that the property 
No. 1 was not the stridhan of their mother. She had only a 
life interest therein. 

The following is an abstract of the Hibbanama :—“ Durga- 
mani, as you have got sons, I give the property to you to be 
enjoyed by you, your sons, and grandsons, &c., one after another; 
the other heirs are not to have any concern with it.” 

The Principal Sudder Ameen found as a fact that the plaintiff 
was betrothed at the time of her mother’s death, that a younger 
maiden sister of the plaintiff survived her mother, but died 
sometime afterwards; and held that, according to Hindu law 
as current in Bengal (Macnaghten’s Hindu Law, Vol. I., p. 41,) 
a daughter, whether betrothed or not, inherits with the son the 
property not obtained at the time of marriage, and therefore the 
plaintiff, though betrothed, was entitled to inherit along with her 
brothers. He did not go into the question as to who was heir 
to the deceased maiden daughter, as the plaintiff did not claim 
under her. - He further held that as the plaintiff lived in 
commensality with her brother, her claim was not barred by 
lapse of time. As to property No. 1, the Principal Sudder 
Ameen ‘held that, as the deed of gift under which Durga- 
mani obtained the property limited the inheritance to “ Durga- 
mani, her sons, and grandsons, &c., one after another; the 
‘other heirs were not to have any concern with it,” the plaintiff 
could not, according to the intention of the donor, recover the 
property. He further found that the properties Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 
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1868 __& having been the stridhan of the plaintiffs mother, the plain- 
GETAH tiff was entitled to them, and that her right to the other properties 
paya had not been proved. As none of the properties had been 
Sannanancn- proved to have been ‘given by the father, or at nuptials, and 
, as Durgamani left three sons and two maiden daughters, the 
properties were to be divided into five shares, and the plaintiff 
was to have one of them. He accordingly ‘passed a decree in 
favor of the plaintiff for a portion of the property, and dismissed 

the suit as to the rest. 

Both the parties appealed to the High Court; the plaintiff 
appealed on the ground that it had not been proved that at the 
time of her mother’s death she was a bagdatta or betrothed 
daughter. That she had no younger sister at the time of her 
mother’s death; and-even if she had had one, she had, on the 
death of such sister, become her heiress according to the Hindu 

* Shastras. That she was the sole heiress to the properties of her 
mother. . 
` The defendants appealed on the grounds that the suit was bar- 
- red by lapse of time ; that, according to Hindu law, the plaintiff 
being a betrothed daughter, could not be heir to the stridhan 
left by their mother when she left sons and a maiden daughter 
surviving. 

The Advocate-General(Baboos Anukul Chandra Mookerjee, 

_ -Srinath Doss, and Krishna Dayal.Roy with him) forthe defend- 
ants contended that on the facts found by the lower Court, 
namely; first, the: betrothal of the plaintiff during the lifetime 
of her mother; and, second, the birth of another daughtér who 
survived ‘her mother; the plaintiff had no right to the property 
in dispute. The text of Vrihaspati (Dayabhaga, Chapter IV., 
Section II, Verse 3,) lays down that“ a woman’s property goes 
to her children, and the daughter is a sharer with them, pro- 

_ vided: she be unaffianced; but if married, she shall not receive 

` - . the maternal wealth.” Here “marriage” is clearly contrasted 
with “unaffianced.” The text of Gautama (Dayabhaga, Chapter 
IV., -Section II, Verse 13,) lays down that “a woman’s separ- 
$ ate property goes to her daughters unaffianced, and to those not 
actually maryied.” -This is explained in Verses 22 and 23 :— 
c First, the woman’s property goes to her unaffianced daughters. 
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If there be none such, it devolves on those who are betrothed.” 1868 
Betrothal is marriage. “ It is this betrothement, in fact, which Epa 


constitutes marriage. It is complete and irrevocable immediately DETA 
on the performance of certain ceremonies,” &c., 1 Macnaghten’s SARDAGLAKGA- 
Hindu Law, p. 58. Soin Shamacharan’s Vyavastha Darpana, La Dams i 
p. 645, 2nd Edition. If the betrothal had been revoked after 

her mother’s death, still she was a married daughter at the time 

of her mother’s death. The word “revocable” shows she is 
married until revoked. The plaintif being a married daughter 

at the time of her mother’s death, the property was divisible 
` among the three brothers and the unmarried sister, which would 

give the whole to the defendants. Besides, whether plaintiff 

had a right or not, her suit is barred by lapse of time. Durga- 

mani died in 1248 (1841); the suit was instituted on the 9th . 
August 1866. i 

Baboo Ashutosh Chatterjee (for the plaintiff) contended that 

the bagdan (betrothal by word) was not proved; that certain 
ceremonies are necessary to constitute betrothal, and there is ` 

no evidence that those ceremonies had been performed. The 
custom of betrothal does not prevail amongst Rahri Brahmins, 

and therefore the plaintiff could not be affianced. She therefore 
succeeds with the sons. But if she were betrothed, still she 

was heir to the property left by her unaffianced sister. Daya- > 
krama Sangraha, Chapter IL., Section 3, Verse 6. 


Baboo Bhawant Charan Dutt (on the same side) referred to 
Dayabhaga, Chapter IV., Section II., Verse 23, and contended: 
that “ affiance” is not “ marriage.” On the death of the intended 
husband, the affianced daughter can marry another man, “ Such 
origin belongs to her father alone.” Text of Vasishtha cited 
in 2 Shamacharan’s Vyayastha Darpana, Ist Edition, p. 696, 
para. 386. See Vyavastha Darpana, pp. 785 and 786. In 
Dayabhaga, Chapter IV., Section II., Verse 13, the words 
“not actually married” show that, in the opinion of Gau- 
tama, betrothal did not constitute marriage, and therefore a 
betrothed daughter was not an actually married daughter.. As 
to the order e succession to be adopted:in this case, see Daya- 
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krama Sangraha, the authority in Bengal. Dayakrama Sangraha 
(original text), p. 16; English translation, p. 45, Verses 2, 3. 
Yautuka property of women. Dayakrama ra p. 54, 


Sanmanianoa- Chapter IL., Section IV., Verses 2, 5. 


» 


See Vyavastha Darpana, Ist Edition pp. 794 and 793, Verse 
453. In this case the property was not yautuka, and therefore 
the kanya (which includes the daughters affianced and unaffi- 
anced) would inherit along with the sons, as she is not a married 
daughter. The text of Vrihaspati in Dayabhaga, Chapter 
IV., Section II., Verse 13, is vague, and besides it does not 
appear that, with reference to yautuka and pitridatta properties, 
that text is at all applicable, for in those cases the sons are 
excluded by the daughters. Plaintiff is one of the heirs, 
because the property had been given by Durgamani’s father, 
and the plaintiff is one of the offsprings; “let it belong to her 
offspring.” Dayabhaga, Chapter IV., Section II., Verse 16. 

The question of limitation cannot arise. Section 1, Clause 
13, Act XIV. of 1859. 

The Advocate-General in reply ee to Macnaghiten’s 
Principles of Hindu Law, Vol. I., p. 38; Dayakrama Sangraha, 

pp. 36, 57, 58; Prankishen Sing v. Bhagwutee (1); Dayabhaga, 
- Chapter IV., Section IL., Verse 6, Text of Devala. The term 
“kumari” is used in pp. 46 and 58 of the Dyakrama Sangraha, 


“only as a maiden daughter. 1 Strange, pp. 35, 36. Notes of 


Sir William Jones in his translation of Manu, p. 363. Vya- 
vastha Darpana, p. 645 (2nd Edition). Affiance is marriage. It 


` is only revocable, that is, until-revoked, the marriage is good. A 
“gubsequent confirmation is equivalent to an original ratification. 


It goes back to date of the original contract. Confirmation 
must be of something existing, and subject of being confirmed ; 
subsequent marriage continues what was already in existence. 


Section 13, Act XIV. of 1859 does not apply. There cannot, 
_be a joint Hindu family of brothers and sisters. 


É, Jackson, J.—Both these appeals are from the decision of 
the Principal Sudder Ameen of Rungpore in a suit ue by 
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Sarbamangala Debi against Srinath Gangopadhya and others. 
Sarbamangala Debi sued to recover possession of ten different 
properties, alleging that these were stridhan, belonging to her 
mother Durgamani Debi, and that she, as heiress of her mother, 
was entitled to them in preference to her brothers, the defendants. 
She alleged that since the death of her mother Durgamani, she 
had lived in commensality with her brothers as a joint Hindu 
family, and that in the month of Baisakh 1273 (April 1866) a 
. dispute had arisen, between her and her brothers regarding a sum 
of money which she wanted out of the profits of the estate, and 
which they refused to give, and on this account a quarrel had 
arisen; the plaintiff had been dispossessed, and preferred this suit. 

The defendants allege that the plaintiff had no right or title 
whatever in any one of these properties. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen of Rungpore has given a very 
careful decision in the case; his conclusion is that the plaintiff is 
entitled to a portion of her claim, but not to the remainder. 
From his decision these two appeals have been preferred, and 
they, in fact, open out the whole case. The plaintiff appeals 
against that portion of her claim which has been rejected; the 
defendants appeal against that portion of the claim which has 
been decreed, and they urge against both that limitation bars the 
claim, and that they are entitled to the property upon the merits, 

The first property, No. 1, which is at issue, was a certain 
estate which, it appears to be admitted, was given by Sadasib 
Roy, the father of Durgamani, by a verbal will, which was 
carred into effect by his widow after his death, and under which 
the estate was made over as stridhan to Durgamani, 
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As regards this property, the Principal Sudder Ameen has 


dismissed the plaintifi’s suit, on the ground that in the deed which 
made over this property it was distinctly stated that it was given to 
Durgamani, and after her to her sons and grandsons, We are 
of opinion that the grounds given by the Principal Sudder Ameen 
are good; we think that the deed is the best evidence of the 
intention of the donor. It is a very old document, and one 
which has been acted upon for a great many years. 

. As regards properties Nos. 2 and 3, these seem to have been 
made over to Durgamani, the plaintiffs mother, a8 stridhan; 
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1868 in consequence of the adoption of a son by her mother, Bimala 
gma Debi; it was agreed on that occasion thata certain amount of 
ANGOPA- 

pate property should ,be set aside for Durgamani, and a certain 
Barsaxaxca- income should be secured to her, and these properties were pur- 
MA DBE” Chased to secure that income. The question as regards these 
properties turns partly on a question of fact, and partly on-a 
question of law. First, what are the facts as regards the state 
of the family onthe death of Durgamani. The plaintiff states 

that on the death of her mother she was the sole maiden daughter ° 
surviving. The defendants allege that she was not at that time 
a maiden daughter, but a betrothed daughter; that Durgamani 
died very shortly after having given birth to another girl, who 
was the sole maiden daughter who survived her mother, and who 

_ appears to have survived her but for a few days. 


Upon these questions of fact, after hearing the evidence, we 
,, are inclined to agree with the Principal Sudder Ameen that 
Durgamani did die very shortly after having given birth to a 
daughter, who lived for some days. Upon this point the plaintiffs 
witnesses and her own statement are contradictory : in .one place 
stating that no child was born at all; in another place some of the 
witnesses admitting that she was born and lived a few days, but 
adding that she died before her mother. 


On the second point, as to whether the plaintiff was betrothed 
at the time of the death of Durgamani, there is very conflicting 
evidence, but we are not prepared to differ from the decision 

` passed by the Principal Sudder Ameen, holding that she was 
then a betrothed girl. 


- The question then. arises whether, under the Hindu law, the 
plaintiff, aa a betrothed daughter, was entitled to a share in this 
property with her brothers. In turning to the Dayabhaga in Chap- 
ter IV., Section IL, on the succession of a woman’s children to 
her separate property in the thirdsloka, the law is thus laid down:— 
«A woman’s property goes to her children, and the daughter 
is a sharer with them, provided she be unaffianced; but if mar- 
ried, she shall not receive the maternal wealth.” In the next para- 
graph the commentator interprets the meaning of the above sen- 
tence by saying “ here the word ‘children’ intends sons, and they 
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share their mother’s goods with unbetrothed daughters.” The __ 158 
Principal Sudder Ameen has decided that the betrothed or unbe- gues 
trothed daughter inherits her mother’s property with sons, We  =YA 
think that the quotation which we have above made from the Sannasianad- 
Dayabhaga distinctly shows that under the Hindu law the unbe- 

trothed daughter alone inherits with sons. Taking therefore the 

evidence ‘as showing that the plaintiff was a betrothed daughter, 

we are of opinion that she is not entitled to inherit. In para- 

graphs 4 and 6 of the same section the law is laid down on this 

point by other commentators, but it is not equally distinct. The 

words are “ that the brothers are entitled to succeed with unmar- 

ried daughters. “It may be a question whether “ unmarried ” 

is used as distinguished from “ unbetrothed.” 


The Sanscrit word, which is used on both these occasions, is the 
word “kumari,” which is the word used generally for an unbe- 
trothed daughter, and that the word “ unmarried” does here mean , 
unbetrothed is clear from what precedes it, which we have already 
quoted. 


The remaining properties all come under the same head as 
these numbers 1, 2, and 3. If the plaintiff had obtained a decree 
for Nos. 1, 2, and 3, she might possibly be entitled to some share 
in the remaining property; but if the plaintiff fails in these, she is 
not entitled to any share in the other properties. 

We are of opinion that, as a betrothed daughter, the plaintiff 
was not at the time of her mother’s death entitled to any share 
in her ‘mother’s “stridhan.” An attempt has been made to 
show that even if the maiden daughter inherited, the plaintiff is 
entitled to inherit on the death of the maiden daughter, but the 
Hindu law ‘on this point is undoubted, namely, that when stri- 
dhan has once devolved as stridhan upon an heir, it does not 
continue to devolve as stridhan, but afterwards devolves accord- 
ing to the ordinary rules of Hindu law. 

Looking, then, to the facts found in this case, the plaintiff being 
at the time of her mother’s death a betrothed daughter, we consi- 
der that she is not entitled to any share of the properties which 
she now claims; and, further, we think it necessary to state that, in 
our opinion, her claim is wholly barred by the law of limitation, 
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1868 andon this point we differ from the decision passed by the Prin- 
enum cipal Stidder Ameen. 
DIIvA The plaintiff may have lived in A ty with the defen- Í 
„Sansamanca- dante in the same house; but it is quite evident from the deposi- | 
™* tions, more especially of her married sister, and also of. other 
witnesses, that she has never been in possession of any share of 
the property as a member of a joint Hindu family. ; 
Holding this view of the case, we decree the appeal No. 8 ‘of | 
1868, and dismiss the appeal No. 15 of 1868, dismissing the plain- 
tiff’s suit with all costs. 


~-~ 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 


SRIMATI BHABATARINI DASI anD oTHara (PLAINTIFFS) v. 


1869 J, GREY (Dxrenpayt).” 
Jany. 5. 
Arrears of Rent—Jurisdiction. 


A took a farming lease from B, by which he agreed to pay to B a certain yearly 
rent, and stipulated futher to pay to B half of any eanenced rent which he 
might succeed in realising from the ryots. 

Held, that a suit by B to recover arrears of this moiety of enhanced w Tona 
lie in the Revenue Court. 


In 1269 (1862), the defendant, J. J. Grey, took a farming 
lease of plaintiffs share in a zemindari, agreeing to pay rent at 
Rs. 8,884 per annum. By, a distinct stipulation in the lease, he 
consented, in the event of his being able to enhance the rent of 
the’ ryots, to pay plaintiff half the profits arising from such 
enhancement, Plaintiff sued for her share in the enhancéd rents 
which she said had been realised by defendant in the years 
1864, 1865, 1866. 

The Collector of Malda, on 20th May 1868, dismissed the 
suit, on the ground that it did not fall within clause 4, section 23, 
Act X., observing: “ Defendant consented to pay a certain fixed 
yearly sum for his farm, and that being paid, the landlord cannot 
sue him for arrears of rent even though he fail to’ observe 
certain stipulations entered in the same document, and forming 
part of the conditions of entry. After specifying the yearly rent, 

* Regular Ap ty ate No, 147 of 1868; {from a decree of the Collector of Rajshabyo, 


dated the 20th ay, 1868. 
e. 
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the jea goes.on to stipulate that for any iges wantonly destroyėd, 
Mr. Grey must pay a certain sum; that he must supply to 
plaintiff 1000 mangoes yearly, or pay for them at market rates ; 
he must, on raising the rents, pay half to the proprietor, &e. Not 
one of these items, more than another, can be claimed as an arrear 
of rent if not satisfied, for it was never contemplated that such 
cases should be brought before Regens: Courts in summary 
suits, each item involving judicial enquiry.” 


The plaintiff appealed. 


Baboos Anukul Chandra Mookerjee and Anand -Chandra 
Ghosal for appellant. 


Baboo Jagadanand Mookerjee for respondent, 
The judgment of the Court was deliverèd by 


Loou, J.—This suit has been brought for arrears of rent for 
1271, 1272, and 1273 (1864,-1865, and 1866). It appears that the 
defendant exécuted a kabuliat in favor of the plaintiffs, agreeing 
to pay rent at the rate of 8,884 rupees for plaintifs share of the 
zemindari Sharshahabad, &c. There was a further stipulation 
in that kabuliat that the defendant was to measure and enhance 
the rents of the ryots, and of that enhanced rent he was to pay 
over half to the zemindar and retain half for himself. He was 
also bound, at the close of each year, to render an account to the 
zemindar. The present suit was instituted on the 2nd Baisakh 
1275 (May 1868), and the Collector has held that the claim for rent 
of 1271 is barred by limitation, the suit not having been brought 
within three years from the close of the Bengal year 1271; and 
he has further held, that as the suit is not brought for the jumma 
specified in the kabuliat but for the amount of the enhanced 
rent realized from the ryots under the provisions of the lease, it 
is a suit only coginzable by the Civil Court. He has, therefore, 
dismisséd the claim, We think that the Collector has taken an 
erroneous view of the nature of the claim; he has treated it as 
if it were similar to other stipulations in the kabuliat, such as 
damages for trees wantonly destroyed, supply of 1000 mangoes 


yearly; and he has considered that all these items can only be’ 
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disposed of by a regular suit, and that it was never contemplated 
that they should be brought before the Revenue Court in 
summary suits, each item requiring judicial enquiry. ` 

Tt is necessary to point out to the Collector the difference in 
these items; the stipulation for damages on account of the 


` wanton destruction of trees could not be claimed as rent, aud 


could not, therefore, be sued for in the Revenue Court; the supply 
of 1000 mangoes yearly is clearly part of the rent paid in kind, 
the rest in cash, and the value of them is clearly realizable as 
part of rent in the Revenue Court. Further, the Collector is 
wrong in considering suits for rent under -Act X. of 1859, to be 
summary suits. They are not summary suits, but they are to all 
intents and purposes regular suits, only tried by the Collectors 


and not by the Civil Court; and, therefore, there can be no doubt 


that every point on which the parties are at issue which comes 
before the Collector, does involve judicial enquiry. 

Then with regard to the particular item which is claimed in 
the present case, we think that it is clearly a part of the rent, 
and may be sued for as rent. The defendant agreed to pay a 
certain fixed sum, and knowing that higher rents might be 
realized from the tenantry, he agreed with the plaintiff that if 


“permitted to enhance the rents, he would, in addition to the sum 


already entered in his kabuleut, pay to him half of whatever 
should be realized from the tenants; he was bound to render an 
account every year to the plaintiff, and on looking at the accounts, 
if anything were in balance, whether part of the fixed rent as 
stipulated in the kabuliat or part of the enhanced rent and were 
not paid up, we see no reason why-plaintiff should be debarred 
from suing for such sum in the Collector’s Courts as arrears 


of rent, The case Ashootosh Chuckerbutty v. Banee Madhub 


Mookerjee(1)is very much in point ;in that the durputnidar agreed, 
in addition to his rent, to realize and to pay to the putnidar the 
arrears of rent then due by the ryots to the putnidar ; and it was 
held by this Court that the putnidar could sue for such rent 
realized by the durputmidar in the Revenue Court. It has been 
attempted by the pleader for the respondent to show that half 
of the enhanced rents, which were to remain in the hands of the 


(1) &W, R, Act X. Rul., 34 a 
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defendant, must be considered merely as remuneration for the 


trouble that he took in measuring the lands md enhancing the 5 


rents, but this is a mistaken view; but whatever it may be, it 
certainly did not, in any way, alter the character of that money 
which was to be paid to the zemindar. A Full Bench decision, 


Raja Nilmani Sing v. Annada Prasad Mookerjee (1) has’ been - 


quoted by the respondent to show that a case of the nature 
before us, is cognizable by the Civil Court; that case is entirely 
at variance with, and is by no means applicable to, the present 
case. We think the suit is one for rent, and is triable by the 
Revenue Court, but as there is no sufficient evidence to dispose 
of this case, we, therefore, remand the case to the Collector.that 
evidence may be called for and the case disposed of on the 
merits. With regard to the rent of 1271, we concur with the 
opinion expressed by the Collector, that the claim for the rent of 
1271 is barred by limitation. The costs of this appeal val 
follow the ultimate result of the case. 


. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr, Justice E. Jackson. 


MAHARANI BRAJA SUNDARI DEBI (Prater) v. RANI LACAMI. 


E KUNWARI anD oruesRs (Darenpants.)* 


Limitation—Act XIV. of 1859, ss. 2 and 5.—Purchase—Name of Idol— 
Ti ustee—Benami. 


In 1799 an estate was purchased in the name of an idol, and immediately after- 
wards was mortgaged. Subsequently, when the mortgage debt had;,been7paid off, it 
was re-conveyed to the idol. After this the names of the idol and of its'shebait were 
entered in the Collector’s books as owners of the estate. In 1812, the purchaser 
again mortgaged the property, and in 1816 his widow executed a second mort- 
gage of it, to pay off the mortgage of 1812. In 1820, this second mortgage 
was foreclosed. The defendants held the property under titles derived. from the 
mortgage of 1816. The shebait’s representatives, in 1867, sue to recover posses- 
sion of the property as belonging to the idol, alleging that the purchascr was 
a mere trustee for the idol; that tho present holders of the property were 
cognizant of this, or might have learnt it by reasonable enquiry, and there- 
fore took the property subject to the trust; that, accordingly, the suit now brought 
was a suit against trustees within section 2 of Act XIV. of 1859, and could not be 


* Regular Appeal, No. 182 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of tho Small Causo 
Court exercising the powers of Principal Sudder Amoon of Zilla Rajshahye, dated 
the 20th April 1868. 
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barred by any length of time: ‘There was no evidence of a formal dedication of the 


Mauaranı Property to the idol. Held, that the defendants claimed under purchasers who had 
Braga Suno- purchased bond fide and for valuable consideration, within section 5 of Act XIV. of 


AnI DEBI 
v. 


1859 ; and that, therefore, the period of limitation was 12 years from the date of pur- 


Rawr Laoman Chase, ànd the suit was barred. 


KUNWARI 


Tars was an appeal from the decision of Baboo Anand Chandra 
Banerjee, Principal Sudder Ameen of Rajshahye. 

The suit was brought by the heirs of Gobind Chandra Roy, 
who sue as shebaits of a certain idol, Sham Sundar Thakur, to 


. recover possession of Pergunna Sujanagar. It was found by 


the lower Court that Pergunna Sujanagar was purchased by 
Maharaja Biswanath Roy, at a sale for arrears of Government 
revenue, in 1799. The purchase appears to have been made in 
the name of the idol, by a person who described himself as the 
gomasta of the idol, but there is nothing to shew that the money 
with which the property was purchased, was money which came 
from the funds appropriated to the worship of the idol. One of 
the plaintiff's witnesses states that the idol was founded by Maha~ 
raja Biswanath Roy. Immediately after the purchase ‘of the 
property in the name of the idol, it appears to have been mort- 
gaged to one Bhikum Roy; and, in 1802, it appears, upon the plaint- 
iffs own evidence, to have been re-conveyed by Bhikum Roy 
to the idol, Rs. 5,601 (apparently the loan) having been paid off. 
In 1804, Raghunath Nandy, who is described as the gomasta of 
the idol, executed an acknowledgment to Raja Biswanath Roy 


` that the property belonged to the idol. Five years after, in 1809, 


a mutation of names took place, and the names of the idol and that 
of Biswanath Roy as shebait, were entered in the Collectorate 
books as owners. In 1812, it would appear that Raja Biswanath 
Roy mortgaged the property for Rs. 32,000 to Kamal Lochan 
Nandy. That mortgage is not in evidence, but it was recited in 
a petition put in by ‘the widow of Raja Biswanath Roy. In 


September 1816, the widow of Biswanath Roy mortgaged the pro- - 


perty to Raja Janakiram Sing, for a sum of Rs. 46,400, to pay 
off the former mortgage debt. In 1820, this second mortgage was 
foreclosed. The first named defendant, Rani Lachmi Kunwari, 
widow of Raja Krishna Chandra Roy, is in possession of the pro- 
perty under a title derived from the mortgagee. The present 
suit was instituted on the 11th of September 1867.e 
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Mr. Money (Baboo Bhairab Chandra Banerjee with him) for 
appellant. 7 


\ Mr. Allan and Baboo Girija Sankar Mozumdar for respondents. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by— 


Norman, J. (After stating the facts as above, contintied):— 
The point that we are called upon to decide is, whether .the suit 
which was instituted more than 46 years after the foreclosure, 
is or is not barred by limitation. 

The contention of the plaintiff has been that this is a suit 
against a trustee. Before proceeding to the point which we have 
to decide in this case, it is well that we should state our view of 
the evidence which would go to shew that Raja Biswanath Roy 
was a mere trustee for the idol in respect to this property. No 
evidence has been given to shew that there ever was any formal 
dedication of the property to the idol. It isa mere purchase in 
the name of an idol, From the time of the purchase of the pro- 
perty, Raja Biswanath Roy appears to have dealt with it as his 
own. In 1802 it was conveyed or mortgaged to one Bhikum 
Roy, and in 1812 it was mortgaged apparently for the Raja’s pur- 
poses. -There is no proof that either the first or the second mort- 
gage was executed in any way for the purposes of the worship of 
the idol, or for the performance of any trust connected with it. 
For all that appears, the money was raised for the private pur- 
poses of the Raja. No evidence has been given to show that 
the revenue of the property was expended for the purposes of 
the idol, and the pleader for the appellant, when arguing the case 
before us, was not prepared to go into evidence upon that point. 
We do not, therefore, mean to rest our decision of the case on that 
point. But we may observe that we do not see any reason to 
doubt the correctness of the decision of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen that there was no real endowment. 

The learned Counsel for the appellant referred to section 2 of 
Act XIV. of 1859, and he contended, citing a case Luteefun v. 
Bego Jan (1), that if the defendants, at the time of taking 
their several interests, were cognizant of the trust affecting 


(1) 5 W. R, 120, 
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the property, or if reasonable inquiry would have made them 
g0, they took the property subject to the trust (notwithstand- 
ing that they paid full value for it) and in all respects stood 
in the same position as the original trustee; that they are not 
bond fide purchasers from a trustee within the meaning of ~ 
section 6 of Act XIV. of 1859, but actual trustees with- 


. in section 2. We think, however, that the plaintiff has failed to 


establish a case on which such an argument can be based. We 

think we may assume that Raja Janakiram must, or at least 

may, have known that the property stood in the name of the idol, 

but it does not follow that he knew, or must be taken to have 

known, that there was a dedication of the property to the idol. 

The purchase in the name of the idol may have been a mere ficti- . 
tious, benami transaction, Raja Biswanath Roy being himself 
the real purchaser and beneficial owner. Our own impression 
is that such was really the fact. Raja Janakiram, if treated 
as having notice of the paper title of the idol, must be taken to 
‘have known what was also the fact, viz., that the property had 
been from the date of the first purchase dealt with by Raja Biswa- 
nath Roy as his own, and mortgaged by him on two distinct 
occasions. We see no reason to suppose that he knew, or had 
any good reason for believing, that Raja Biswanath Roy was a 
mere trustee for the idol; and upon the facts which would come 
to his knowledge, he certainly was not bound to assume that such 
was the case. He advanced a large sum of money on mortgage, 
apparently in the full belief that the security was a good one. 
He, therefore, stands in the position of a dona fide purchaser for 
valuable consideration, and is within the protection of section 5 
of Act XIV. of 1859. Under that section and clause 12 of 
section 1, which ‘must be read in connection with it, the suit 
should have been brought within 12 years from the date of the 
purchase. The cause of action so far as it would seek to set 
aside the mortgage and rights acquired under it, must, under 
section 5, be deemed to have arisen from the date of the mort- 
gage in 1816, and so far as it seeks for possession, from the date 
when possession was obtained by the mortgagee subsequent to 
the foreclosure in 1820. No reason has been assigned for the 
delay in bringing the suit. No reason has been assigned why 
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plaintiff's father, who seems to have attained his majority in 1829, ` 1869 
did not bring the suit. The present suit is, therefore, barred, by Dapeng ml 
RATA SUND- | 
section 5 of Act XIV. of 1859. Anp Depi 
The result is that the appeal will be dismissed. The respond- Rast Laormr 
ents will recover their costs in proportion to their respective in- ide 


terests. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


RANI SARATSUNDARI DEBI (Examrirr) o WATSON 5 1869 
AND oTmgrs (Derenpants.)* Jany. 8. 


_ Suit for Kabuliat—Fractional Share in Undwided Estate—Act X. of 1859. 


A. proprietor of a fractional share of an undivided estate, though roceiving a 


” definite portion of the rent from the ryot, is not entitled to maintain against him a suit 


for a separate kabuliat in respect of such undivided share. 
Baboo Debendra Narayan Bose for appellant. 
Messrs. Allan and Rochfort for respondent. 


~~ 


THE facts of this case appear sufficiently from the judgment of 
the Court, which was delivered by 


Norman, J.—This was a suit for a kabuliat. The plaintiff : 
alleged that the portion of the land occupied by the indigo factory 
of Messrs. Robert Watson and Company, included within specific 
boundaries given at the foot of the plaint, appertain to 54- 
anna share of Laskarpore, of which the plamtiff is the pro~ 
prietor of one-half. The first Court dismissed the suit upon the 
ground that the defendant had been in possession, and held the 
premises at an uniform rent from the time of the permanent settle~ 
ment. The Judge, on appeal, held that the plaintiff was not 
entitled to a kabuliat, because that the plaintiff had given no 
evidence that the specific portion of land described 12 bigas 
belonging to the 654-anna shareholders of Laskarpore, was a 
distinct and separate holding; and he said that the suit should 
be dismissed, the plaintiff’s suit having been instituted to 
obtain a kabuliat in respect of that which appears to be an 

* Special Appeals, Nos. 1339 and 1841 of 1868, from decrees of the Judge of 


Roajshahye, dated the 4th March 1868, affirming decrecs of the Deputy Collector of” 
that District, dated the 81st October and 30th November 1867. 
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1869 _ undivided share. The plaintiff appealed, and took the ground 

Paces ie that no issue was raised ds to whether or not the 5}-anna share- 

Watsox, holders of Laskarpore held a separate portion of the land, or 

whether the whole of the defendant’s holding was part of an 

ijmali holding, and the plaintiff asks that the case may be 

_remanded. ‘This, however, appears to be unnecessary, because 

even assuming that the 54-anna shareholders held separately 

~ 12 bigas of the land occupied by the defendant, it is clear that 

the plaintiff does not allege that he held any distinct portion 
of this land as a separate estate. ' 

"Woe do not find in Act X., or under any decision of this Court, 
any authority to the effect that one, who is entitled to a fractional 
share of an undivided estate, though he receives a definite portion 
of the rent from the tenant or ryot, is entitled to maintain q suit 
for a separate kabuliat in respect of such undivided share. We 
are not now considering what may be his rights to sue to enhance 
the rent which is paid with respect to his undivided share. We 
think that Act X. contemplates only the giving of pottas of entire 
holdings and kabuliats of entire rents. We think it would be a 

j grievous hardship on ryots, if they were compellable to take sepa- 

rate pottas from the several holders of undivided shares, or to give 
separate kabuliats to such persons. The decision of the Court 
below appears to be correct. The appeal is dismissed with costs. 
This decision governs the special appeal No. 1341 of 1868, 
which is also dismissed with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 7 


Jan, 8 BIR CHANDRA JUBARAJ GOSWAMI, Inreevenon, v. MADHAB 
KAIBARTA, Pruarntier.* 
t Act X. of 1859, s. 77—Adding Parties. 


_ In a suit Against ryots for arrears of rent of cortain lands, the appellant inter- 
vened, seeking to be added as a party under section 77 of Act X. of 1859, on the 
ground that his title to the lands in question had been declared by the decree of a 
+ Civil Court. Held, (reversing tho decision of the Collector) that the Deputy Collec- 


* Special appeal, No. 154 of 1868, from the decision of the Judge of Tipperah, 
dated 4th May 1868, reversing a decision of the Deputy Collector of Brahmanbaria’ | 
dated 26th March 1868. 
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tor was right in limiting his enquiry to the question whether the lands i in dispute _38 1869 
were covered by the decree, Bur CHANDRA 
‘ ~ JUBARAJ 
wt Goswamr 
l TEIS waè a special appeal from the decision of the Judge of ae 
Maonan 


Zila Tippera, reversing a decision of the Deputy Collector of Kamanra. 
*  Brahmanbaria, before whom the suit was originally brought. ` 
. The plaintiff, manager on behalf of Annada Prasad Roy, 
minor zemindar of 12-annas 12-gandas share of Pergunna ~ 
i Surail, within the jurisdiction of the Court of Wards, sued the 
ryots for arrears of rent of “three kanis of land comprised of | ' 
2 plots of boro land in Bund Khaijortich, in Kismat Shuldaha, 
appertaining to the 12-annas 12-gandas share of Pergunna 
Surail. Plaintiff alleged that the land was included in Mauza 
Sandab. Bir Chandra Jubaraj Goswami was added as a party to 
the suit under section 77 of Act X. of 1859. He sought to be 
. added on the following grounds: 

That the land in question did not appertain to Kismat Shuldaha 
in Pergunna Surail, but that it appertained to the Diara’ 
of the river Titash, in Pergunna Nurnagar, within his (the 
petitioner’s) zemindari of Chakla Roshenabad. That a suit 
had been instituted in the Civil Court by the father of the present 
minor, for declaration of title to the Diara for possession thereof, 
but his suit was dismissed by the Civil Court, and the land 
declared to appertain to his (the petitioner’s) zemindari, and 
that decision had been upheld by the High Court in appeal. . 
That the land now in dispute is part and parcel of the Diara 
and included within the said decree and Thak Map as such, 
except himself (the petitioner) nobody else was in any way 
entitled to the rents of the said land. 

The Deputy Collector was of opinion that the Court was not 
called upon to enter into the question of previous receipt and 
enjoyment of rent, for, if the plaintiff was in previous receipt 
of rent, that circumstance could avail him nothing in the face 
of the Civil Court decisions. By a local investigation held by 
an Ameen, he had satisfied himself that the land in question was , 
included in the decree; he, therefore, considered it unnecessary to ` 
examine the plaintiffs witnesses, and dismissed the suit with 
costs. 
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1869 From this decision the plaintiff appealed to the Judge of 

Bm Cuaxpra Tippera, who, on the 11th May 1868,. reversed the decision of 
Goawaat the Deputy Collector, upon the ground that he ought not to have 
Mannan decided on a question of title, but should have put, the intervenor 


to the proof of previous receipt of rent from the defendants, 
From this decision the intervenor appealed to the High Court, 


„Mr. Paul (with him Baboos Anukul Chandra Mookérjee and 
Atul Chandra Mookherjee) for the intervenor, appellant.—The 
intervenor having shown by a final decree of a competent 
Court in which the right of the intervenor to.the land was declar- 
ed by a Civil Court, the plaintiff, respondent, cannot succeed 
under section 77 of Act X. of 1859, even if he succeeds in 

en 2 proving receipt of rent by him, for a Collector cannot annul a. 
Civil Court decree. 

The question in issue is whether the plaintiff was in bond fide 
receipt of rents. With the decree of the Civil Court against him, _ 
any receipt of rent after date of such decree would be mald fide. 
Ramjeebun Chowdry v. Pearylall Mundle (1). The case should 
be remanded to ascertdin whether ihe land in dispute really 
was covered by the decree relied on. 


Baboo Jagadanand Mookerjee (with him Baboos Ambika 
Charan Banerjee and Ashutosh Chatterjee.—The Deputy 
Collector should have enquired into the actual receipt of rent. 
Musst. Tarinee v. Bamundoss Moakhef (2). 


BAYLEY, J.—The real ‘contention in this special appeal is 
that whereas a Civil Court has already decreed the lands, the rents 
; of which form the subject of the plaintiff’s suit, totheintervenor, the 
. plaintiff could not sue as in actual receipt of the rents, bond fide 
with reference to the terms of section 77 of Act X. of 1859, as hg 

would thus render inoperative a Civil Court decree, 
» The plaintiff sued the defendant in this case, for arrears of rent, 
alleging that the lands appertained to the plaintiffs property, 

E Surail. 


G) 4 W. R, Act X Rul, 30. “° (2) 1 W, R, 381. 
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The Maharaja (appellant) intervened, alleging that the lands 


183 


1869 


did not belong to the plaintiffs talook, but to his the (Maha- B: Cuaxpna 


raja’s) property, Nurnagar. 


JUBARAT 
Goswaait 
v, 

AAD: 


It is clear from the proceedings of the Court, and from the state Kamanta 


of pleadings on the record before us, that if the lands be found to 
be in the plaintiffs estate of Surail, the intervenor. (Maharaja) 
has no claim under the Civil Court decree. On the other hand, 
if the lands are found to be within the Maharaja’s estate of 


“Nurnager, the plaintiff has no claim to the rents of such lands. 


The first Court has clearly found, as a fact, that the lands for the 
rents of which the plaintiff sues, belong to the MANN s estate 
of Nurnagar. 


The lower Appellate Court comes to no decision upon the 
correctness of this finding of the first Court, but remands the 
case to the Deputy Collector, with an order that the latter should 
“ satisfy himself as to whether the relationship of landlord and 
‘* tenant exists between the parties, and after taking such evi- 
“ dence as plaintiff was ready to produce, decide the case on its 
“ merits and with reference to the above remarks.” 


Without going further into the facts and pleadings in "this 
particular case, I am of opinion that the ground taken by the 
special appellant is good and valid, because both the parties admit 
in their pleadings that if the lands belonged to the plaintiff's estate, 
the plaintiff was in actual and bond fide receipt of the rents; and 
if they belonged to the intervenor’s estate, the intervenor (Maha- 


' raja) was in actual and bond fide receipt of the rents. It was 


certainly, therefore, essential that there should be a proper finding 
by the lower Appellate Court as to who was in actual receipt and 
enjoyment of the rents bond fide, i. e., it was essential for the lower 
Appellate Court to decide whether the first Court was right in 
finding the Jands to be decreed by the Civil Court to the Maha- 
raja as his lands of Nurnagar or not. i 

The case ought, accordingly, to be remanded to the lower 
Appellate Court, in order that it may clearly find whether, 
according to the allegations of the parties respectively, the lands 
appertained to the plaintiff's estate, Surail; or to the defendants, 
Nurnagar ; and according to the finding decide as to whether 
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1869 the actual receipt and enjoyment of the rents bond Jide is with 
Bey CHATTE the one party, or the other. 
i 5 
Kapanta. -Hosnouse, J.—I agree that this case must be remanded, ; 
but I think it better to state separately the reasons upon which i 
I bave arrived at that judgment. 
The plaintiff sued for arrears of rent of Pergunna Surail. 
The intervenor claimed to be heard under section 77, alleging 
that he was in actual receipt and enjoyment of the rents as 
proprietor of Pergunna Numagar, and stated that the par- 
ticular lands in dispute were covered by a decree of the Civil 
Court, dated the 20th April 1866, by which it was declared that 
the lands were part of his estate Mauza Nurnagar. 


= 4 The plaintifs agent was then asked by the Court as to whether 
` this fact was go or not, and he denied that it was so. 


SE ey, 


The intervenor then asked for a local investigation in the 
matter, and such investigation was granted. It seems to me 
to follow from the contentions on either side, that both partigs 
were agreed that the question as to the actual receipt and enjoy- 
ment of the rents by the intervenor should depend upon. the 
result of the investigation as to whether the lands were covered 
by the decree of 20th April 1866. 


If they were so covered by that decree, then it was conceded 
that the intervenor was the person in actual receipt and enjoy- 
ment of the rents; if not, he was not such person; and: the” 
only question then remaining would be a question between the 
plaintiff and the ryots (defendants). In this view of the- case, 
I think that the first Court had jurisdiction to determine, and ’ 
was right in determining as a matter of fact, as to whether the - 
lands were covered by the decree of the 20th April 1866, and J 
also think that the lower Appellate Court was wrong in not 
determining the same fact. I would, therefore, remand the case 
in order to have the point determined. If it should be found that 
the lands are covered by the decree, then the plaintiff's suit mus 
be dismissed ; if not, the only question still remaining will be a 
question as between the plaintiff and ryots (defendants), Costa 
will follow the event. 


( 
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Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Markby. 
In THB MATTER OF THE PETITION or DURGA CHARAN SIRKAR.* 
Superintendence—Appeal—24 g 25 Vic. c. 104, s. 15. 


A certificated purchaser of property sold in execution of a decree, applied to the 
Judge for an order of confirmation of sale, and was refused. Held, that the High 


` Court had no power to interfere with a Judge’s decision, even though erroneous on a 


point of law, upon a matter éntirely within his jurisdiction, and from which there 
is no appeal. - : 


Baboo Mohini Mohan Roy, on behalf of Durga Charan Sirkar, 


. moved to make absolute a rule Wisi, which had been granted 


by Bayley and Mitter, JJ., on the following petition :— 

“ That in execution of a decree obtained by Thakur Das Roy 
in the Sealdah Small Cause Court, and executed under a certi- 
ficate in the Court of the Judge of the 24-Pergunnas, a piece of 
land, with a house standing thereon, belonging to the judgment- 
debtor, was put up for sale, and purchased by your petitioner on 
the 30th May. 

“That, on the 6th June, the judgment-debtor applied under 
section 256 to have the sale set aside, and the 27th June was fixed 
for the hearing of this application, on which date, the judgment- 
debtor withdrew his objections to the sale, and asked that the 
surplus-proceeds might be paid over to him, 


« That, on the 3rd July, after the expiration of 30 days from ' 


the sale, your petitioner applied for the usual certificate of 
purchase under section 269, and the Judge ordered that the 


certificate should be given, 
` « That, on the 11th July, one Durga Charan Ghosal, who held 


another decree against the judgment-debtor, which decree was 
then in course of execution in the Court of the Subordinate 
Judge, presented an application, praying for the sale proceeds on 
the grouné of his prior attachment. The said Durga’ Charan 
Ghosal had likewise presented a similar application to the Subor- 


dinate Judge on the 7th July. 


* Rule Nisi, No. 17 of 1869. 
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“That at the hearing of Durga Charan Ghosal’s application 
for the sale proceeds, his-vakil raised certain objections as to the 


FERITION OF regularity of the sale proceedings, and appears to have asked the 
eves Sm- sale to be set-aside on the ground of inadequate price. 


KAR. 


“ That the Court below, although rejecting the objections urged 
by Durga Charan Ghosal as inadmissible, has -refused to confirm 
the sale, and has declared it to be null and of no effect for certain 
reasons contained in its judgment of the 13th August. 

«That your petitioner, therefore, humbly prays that this 
Hon’ble Court will be pleased, under its general power of superin- 
tendence, to set aside the order of the Judge, declaring your 
petitioner’s purchase to be null and of no effect, and to order the 
said Judge to confirm the sale. ” 

Upon this petition, a rule was granted, calling upon Durga 
Charan Ghosal to show cause why the Judge’s order should not 
be set aside. 


Baboos Taraknath Sen and Khettra Mohan Gangooly, on behalf 
of Durga Charan Ghosal, showed cause. 


Marxey, J.—In this case the facts appear to be that one 
Thakur Das Roy received a decree, in the Sealdah Small Cause 
Court, on the 21st February 1866, for rupees 160, against one 
Ishan Chandar Chatterjee. Being desirous to execute this 
decree against the immoveable property of the defendant, he 
applied to the Judge’s Court of the 24-Pergunnas, under section 
20 of Act XI. of 1865, for this purpose. That Court acttally 
attached certain immoveable property of the judgment-debtor 
within its jurisdiction on the 23rd March 1868, the sale followed 
in regular course, and the property was sold to one Durga Charan 
Sirkar, on the 30th May, for rupees 306. 

On the 15th March 1867, or rather more than a year after the 
first judgment was received, one Durga Charan Ghosal received 
a judgment against Ishan Chandra Chatterjee in the Court of 
the Principal Sudder Ameen of the same Zilla, and in execu- 
tion of this decree, by proceedings in the Court of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen, he attached the same property. This was on 
the 9th March 1868, that is to say, 14 days before the attach- 
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ment of the property effected by Thakur Das Roy. In conse- 
quence of some claim to the property made in the Principal 
Sudder Ameen’s Court, there was some delay in proceeding with 
the execution in that Court, and during this delay the property 
was sold under the execution in the Zilla Judge’s Court. 

On the 11th of July, Durga Charan Ghosal made an applica- 
tion to the Zilla Judge of 24-Pergunnas to set aside the sale 
to Durga Charan Roy, on the ground of certain irregularities, 
and the inadequate price obtained for the property. The Zilla 
Judge considered that Durga Charan Ghosal’s application was 
inadmissible on two grounds: first, inasmuch as he was not the 
judgment-debtor; and, secondly, as it was not made within 30 
days after the sale took place. 

When, however, the Zilla Judge was called upon by the 
purchaser to confirm the sale, he conceived that he was at liberty 
to consider whether or no the judgment and sale had beén made 
sufficiently public, and, generally, whether the sale ought to be 
confirmed. 

Ultimately, he refused to confirm the sale for two reasons: 
Jirst, because the attachment and order of sale by his own Court 
‘were, in his opinion, not made sufficiently public; secondly, 
because the attachment.in the Principal Sudder -Ameen’s Court 
having been prior tothe attachment in his own Court, he thought 
that no legal sale could be made by his order, and by his order 
declared the sale to be void. l 

Durga Charn Sirkar, the purchaser, has now obtained a rule 
calling upon the decree-holder, Thakur Das Roy, to show cause 
why this order of the Zilla Judge should not be set aside. 

Two objections to the order have been made by the pleader for 
the applicant in the argument upon this rule: first, that the 
Judge having found that the requirements of the Statute as to 
publication had been formally complied with was not at liberty 
to find that the publication had been insufficient; and, secondly, 


167 


1868 


In THE MAT~ 


TER OF TIS 
PETITION OF 
Durea 
CHARAN 8m- 
KAR, 


that the Judge was wrong in holding thatthe prior attachment ` 


in the Principal Sudder Ameen’s Court prevented him from 
making an order for the sale of the property in his own Court, 
Were it necessary now to express an opinion upon these two 
points, I must say that I should have considerable difficulty in 
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meeting these objections to the ruling of the Zilla Judge. But 
as there are undoubted difficulties in construing the sections of 
the Code upon which the questions turn, I do not wish to ex- 
press any final opinion on the points raised. It is unnecessary 
to do so, because the Judges decision, whether right or wrong, 
was upon a matter entirely within his jurisdiction, and upon 
which there is no, appeal. I conceive, therefore, that this Court 
has no power whatever to interfere. There would be an end of 
the finality of all decisions if this Court, under some supposed 
general and undefined power (1) other than by way of appeal, 
could entertain applications, the object of which was to question 
the propriety of decisions in-the Courts below. When the 
Courts below exceed their jurisdiction, or refuse to exercise 


‘it, we can interfere; but we cannot do so on the sole ground 


that the decision has been erroneous on a point of law. f 


. 


BAYLEY, J.—I concur in the order of Mr. Justice Markby. 


~ 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


RAM CHANDRA GOSWAMI ( Darenvanr), v MATILAL BAGCHI 
AND ANOTHER (PLAINTIYFE).* A 


Costs. 


` In a suit against several defendants to recover possession of land, one of them stated 
in defence that h¢had nothing to do with it, and made good his defence. Tho other 
defendants claimed to be entitled to the land, and proved their title, The disclaim- 
ing defendant appeared by a separate pleader, and incurred a separate set of costs. 
Held, that the Sudder Ameen rightly awarded a soparate set of costs to him, and 
the Jadge had not exercised a sound discretion in modifying the Suddor Ameen’s 
decree by awarding one set of costs only to all the defendants. 


Baboo Girija Sankar Mozoomdar for appellant. 


Baboo Girish Chandra Mookerjee for respondents. 


(1) “ Each of the High Courts estab- subject to its Appellate Jurisdiction, 
lished under this Act shall have superin- &c.”—24 and 25 Vic, C. 104, Sec. 15. 
tendence over all Courts which may be 


+ Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No. 485 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating 
Jndge of Nuddea, dated the 15th Augnst 1868, modifying a decree of the Sndder 
Amcon of that district, dated the 15th November 1867. 
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The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Peacock, C J.—This is avery clear case. In this‘ case a suit 
was brought against several defendants to recover possession of 
land, One of the defendants stated that he had nothing to do 
with the land. The other defendants claimed to be entitled to it. 

The defendants who stated that he had not interfered with the 
land, conducted his defence by a separate pleader, and incurred 
separate costs, and the first Court considered that, as he had made 
good his defence, he was entitled to a separate set of costs, and 
awarded one set of costs to him and another set of costs to the 
other defendants who claimed title, and who also succeeded in their 
defence. It has been held that although an Appellate Court 
may entertain an appeal upon the subject of costs only, still, 
in dealing with the decision of the lower Court, any interference 
upon the subject of costs ought to be exercised with discretion. 
It appears to me that the order of the first Court in that respect 
was’ very reasonable, and that the plaintiff, if he thought fit to 
sue the defendant who had nothing to do with the case, had’ no 
reasonable cause of complaint if he was ordered to pay a separate 
set of costs to that defendant. 

The Judge, upon appeal, held that as all the defendants were 
members of the same family, they ought to have had only one set 
of costs amongst them. No evidence, whatever, was given to show 


that all the defendants were joint in estate, nor was there any evi-’ 


dence, as I understand, even to show what relationship existed be- 
tween the several defendants. Even if they were joint in estate, 
some of the members of the family might have separate property. 

Under these circumstances, it appears to me that the Judge 
did not exercise a sound discretion in modifying the order of the 
Sudder Ameen and awarding one set of costs only to all the 
defendants, upon the assumption that they were members of the 
same family, without having any regard to the circumstance that 
they set up separate defences of different natures. 

The order of the Judge is reversed with costs of this appeal 
and costs in the lower Appellate Court. The decision of the 
Sudder Ameen is affirmed. 
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` Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E: Jackson. 
RAMJAY DEY (Dzrsxpant) v. SRINATH SING (Puarsiier).* 
Limitation—Act XIV. of 1869, s$. 1, c. 9— Commencement of Right to Sue. 


In a suit brought on the 29th July 1867 to recover back a deposit of purchase- 
money paid in September 1863, it appeared that the vendor had re-sold the estate, and 
that the plaintiff thereupon sned for and obtained a decree for specific performance 
against the vendor and the purchaser at the re-sale. On appeal by the purchaser at 
the re-sale, this decree was reversed on the 29th August 1865. Held, that the suit to 
recover back the deposit was not barred under clause 9, section 1 of Act XIV. of 
1859, since the cause of action fcr its recovery did not accrne till 29th August 1865. 


Baboos Mohini Mohan Roy and Ramesh Chandra Mitter for 
appellant. 


Baboo Bhagabati Charan Ghose for respondent. 


The facts of this case sufficiently appear in the judgment of 
the Court, which was delivered by 


Norman, J.—This is a suit to recover a sum of 1,451 rupees 
paid as a deposit by the plaintiff in Bhadra 1270 (August, Setem- 
ber 1863) to Prasanna Nath Dutt, the husband of the defendant, as 
part of the purchase-money of an estate which Prasanna Nath Dutt 
then agreed to sell to the plaintif. By the terms of the original 
contract, the purchase was to be concluded within seven days. 
The plaintiff appears not to have paid the residue of the purchase- 
money, and 10 months afterwards, viz., on the 30th of June 1864, 
Prasanna Nath Dutt re-sold the property for an amount less by 300 
rupees than the plaintiff had agreed to pay. The plaintiff then 
brought a suit for the specific performance of the contract against 
Prasanna Nath Dutt and the purchaser, and obtained a decree in the 
first Court. From that decision Prasanna Nath Dutt appears not 
to have appealed, but the purchaser at the second sale did 
appeal, and the decision of the lower Court was reversed by 
the Judge of Rajshahye. The decision on the appeal was given 
on the 29th of August 1865. This suit was commenced on the 


* Special Appeal, No. 1827 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Rajshahye, 


dated the 24th of February 1868, modifying a decree of the Principal Budder Š 


Ameen of that district, dated the 17th of September 1867, = 
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29th of July 1867, and the question we have. to consider is 1869 
whether the suit is barred by limitation under clause 9, section Rew: = Dev 
1 of Act XIV. of 1859. The first Court appears to have held Snati Siwa, 
that the suit is not barred by limitation, and the point was not 
argued before the Judge on appeal. It appears to us that the 
right of the plaintiff to sue to recover back the deposit dates 
from the decision of the Judge on appeal, namely, 29th of August 
1865, because it was upon the giving of that decision, upon the 
determination by the Judge that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
the land as against the purchaser at the second sale, who had 
appealed, that the right of the plaintiff to obtain the deposit 
accrued. So long as the decision of the first Court stood, 
‘which declared that, subject to the payment of the balance 
of the purchase-money, the plaintiff was entitled to the land, 
the plaintiff could not have been and was not entitled to 
treat the money in the hands of defendant as money which he 
was entitled to receive back. If Prasanna Nath Dutt, or the now 
defendant, had appealed from the decision of the first Court, and 
obtained a declaration on that appeal that Prasannanath Dutt 
had rightly rescinded the contract when he re-sold the pro- 
perty, it would have been established that, as betweon Prasanna 
Nath Dutt and the plaintiff from that time, namely from 
the 30th of June 1864, the contract was rescinded, and the 
plaintiff entitled to the money, and not the land. But Prasanna 
Nath Dutt did not appeal, he obtained no reversal of the first 
Court’s judgment; and, consequently, it stood established sas- 
against him that the plaintiff was entitled to the land, and conse- 
quently he, or the defendant, to the money deposited as part of 
the purchase-money, till by the decree in favor of the second 
purchaser it become impossible for him or the defendant to make 
over the land to the plaintiff. Down to that date the defendant 
rightly held the money, and the plaintiff had no cause of action 
for its recovery. The result is that the action was brought with- 
in time. The decision of the Judge awarding to the plaintiff 
the amount of his deposit, less the difference in price between 
the sums which the plaintiff was to have paid and which the 
second purchaser paid, will stand, and the e appeal will be dismissed 
with costs. 
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Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Jushce Hobhouse. 


SIB SAHAYA SUKUL (Praintirr) v. BIR CHANDRA JUBARAJ 
GOSWAMI (Darenpant.)* 


Appeal—Small Cause Courts—Act XI. of 1865, s. 6—Act XXIII. of 
1861, s. 27. 


~ 

In a suit for recovery of sum of a moncy less than Rs, 500, as money paid 
in oxcess of rent due, Held, that the suit being cognizable by the Court of Small 
Causes under section 6, Act XI. of 1865, no special appeul lay to the High Court, 


Tars was a suit to recover Rs, 249-14, as money paid by the 
plaintiff to the defendant in excess of the amount due by plain- 
tiff to the defendant on account of rent of an Izara Mehal. 

The defence was, that no sum had been paid in excess of the rent 
due, and that the defendant, having obtained a decree in a suit 
in the Collector’s Court against the plaintiff for arrears of rent 
due, on account of the Izara Mehal, could not now claim a 
refund of any amount paid in excess of the rent due for the 
period prior to the institution of that suit. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen gave a decree for the plaintiff. 

On appeal, the Judge held that, as the effect of the decree 
passed by the Principal Sudder Ameen would be to upset a 
decree of the Revenue Court, the suit was not cognizable by the 
Civil Court. He, accordingly, dismissed the suit. 

The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. 

For the respondent it was objected that under section 27 of 
Act XXIII. of 1861, nospecial appeal lay, the amount claimed 
being less than Rs. 500, and under section 6, Act XI. of 1860, 
cognizable by the Small Cause Court. 


Baboo Anand Chandra Ghosal for the appellant. 


Baboo Kali Mohan Das for the respondent. 


* Special Appeal, No 907 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Tipperah, dated 
231d January 1868, reversing a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of that ‘Dia- 
trict, dated 30th November 1867. 
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BAYLEY, J.—On this special appeal coming on for hearing, 
the special respondent took an objection under section 348, Act 
VIII. of 1859, that the suit being one for damages of an amount 
below 500 rupees, and, therefore, cognizable by the Small Cause 
Court, no special appeal would, under section 27, Act XXIII. 
of 1861, lie to this Court. 

I am of opinion that this objection is sound and valid. It- is 
quite clear from the judgment of both the lower Courts that the’ 
whole ‘contention was, whether or not the plaintiff was entitled 
to recover, from the Maharaja defendant, the sum which he 
alleged he had paid over and above what was due from him to 
the Maharaja on account of rent. In fact, whether, plaintiff 
having paid it in excess, and it not having been refunded by 
defendant, there arose a damage to him (plaintiff) or not. “This 
is not a case of contribution for shares of rent as against co-par- 
ceners, which has been held by the Full Bench as not coming 
within the jurisdiction of the Small Cause Court with reference 
to section 6 of Act XI. of 1865. Although the transaction 
originally may have been connected with payment of rent for 
co-parceners, still the present claim of the plaintiff is for a refund 
of the money over-paid by him to the defendant, landlord, by the 
non-refund of which he, the plaintiff, has been endamaged. 

The special appeal is dismissed with costs, 


HOoBHOUSE, J.—I agree. I think that the provision of section 
27, Act XXIII. of 1861, bars this special appeal. 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 


MATI SING and orners (Puaintivrs) v. RAJA LILANAND SING anp 
OTHERS (Dersnpants.)* 


Limitation—Act XIV. of 1859, s. 1, c. 12—Possession. 


Ina suit to recover possession of immoveable property, the defence was adverse pos- 
session for more than 12 years, except for two short periods, during which plaintiffs 
had been putin possession by a Civil Court; first, under a decree of the High Court 
botween the same parties, but that thoy had beon dispossessed upon that decree 


* Regular Appeal, No. 54 of 1868, from a deeree of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
of Bhagulporo, dated 30th December 1867. 
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being reserved on review ; and, second, under æ misconception by the Principal Sudder 
Amecn of another order of the High Conrt, in another suit between the same 
parties, but that they had again been dispossessed after appeal by defendant to the 
High Court. 

Held, per Loos, J, (Giover, J., dissenting), that plaintiffs’ possession during 
those two periods was not bond fide, and that tho snit was barred. 

Baboos Chandra Madhab Ghose and Lakhi Charan Bose for 
appellants. 

Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee, Ramesh Chandra Mitter, 
and Mr. R. E. Twidale for respondents. 


The facts are fully set forth in the judgment of 


Locu, J.—The facts of this case are shortly as follows:— 
Tufani Sing, the father of the present plaintiffs and of three 
other sons, Trilochan Sing, Ranjit Smg, and Mannu Sing, 
was dismissed from his office of ghatwal of Dhumsaine. The 
defendant, Raja Lilanand Sing, brought a suit to recover 
possession of the ghatwali tenure, comprising 35 villages, asli 
and dakhili, and obtained a decree on 28th November 1853, and 
was put in possession. The plaintiffs in the present suit, Mati ` 
Sing, Khagpat Sing, and Rashdhari Sing, objected to the 
decree-holder getting possession, as they claimed ten villages as 
their hereditary property; and urged that they were entitled to 
a moiety of the said villages, and that they were not parties to 
- the suit brought by the Raja, and could not consequently be 
affected by the decree passed against their brothers. At the 
game time, two other parties, Jagi Sing and Nirmal Sing, 
faid claim respectively to ten and nine villages within the 
tenure; and the correctness of their claim was admitted by the 
plaintiffs, whose claim was, as stated above, limited to a moiety 
of ten villages. After a remand by orders of the late Sudder 
Court in 1857, the Principal Sudder Ameen, on 6th June 1862, 
dismissed all three claims. An appeal was preferred by the 
present plaintiffs, the result of which was that the High Court,’ 
.on Ist April 1863, held that the appellants were entitled to a, 
moiety of the whole property of Tufani Sing. This order: 
was, however, modified in review, on [5th July 1863, but, in the 
meantime, the Principal Sudder Ameen, acting upon the first 
orders of the Court, put the plaintiffs in possession of all the 
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villages. On review of his order, on 31st December 1863, he 
limited possession to a moiety of the ten villages claimed by the 
plaintiffs, as directed in the High Court’s subsequent order of 
15th July. 

The Raja brought a suit against the present plaintiffs, to 
recover possession of the moiety of the ten villages decreed to them 
under the miscellaneous order of the High Court, and obtained a 
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decree on 10th September 1864; and from this decision an appeal 


was preferred to the High Court, which was given in favor of 
the present plaintiffs, the Raja’s claim to the moiety of these 
villages being dismissed with costs in June 1865. 

From the miscellaneous order passed by the Principal Sudder 
Ameen, on 31st December 1863, limiting the plaintiffs’ possession 
to a moiety of the ten villages claimed by them, the plaintiffs 
appealed; but their appeal was dismissed on 5th April 1864, with- 
out prejudice to any rights which might accrue to them from the 
result of the decision in the regular appeal then pending, and 
referred to above. An application for review was rejected on 
28th April 1864, 

On the dismissal of the Raja’s suit by the High Court, on 
appeal in June 1865, the plaintiffs asked for execution, and the 
Principal Sudder Ameen, under a mistaken view of the High 
Court’s order of 28th April 1864, directed them to be put in 
possession of a, moiety of the 35 villages. An appeal was pre- 
ferred to the High Court, and it was held that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to possession of a moiety of only ten -villages, as these 
formed the subject of the suit which had been decreed in their 
favor, and that this Court could not, by a summary proceeding, 
eject the Raja from the possession of other villages which had 
been decreed in his favor, and of which he had been put in 
possession under that decree, whatever might be the rights of the 


appellants to them. The order of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
`. was, accordingly, cancelled on 12th September 1866, and the 
. possession of the plaintiffs limited to a moiety of the ten villages 


originally claimed by them, and which formed the subject of the 
Raja’s suit against them. In consequence of this order, the 
plaintiffs have brought the present suit to recover possession, 
from the Raja, of a moiety of the villages other than the ten 


ON Law 


16 Apri 


BS 


176 HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


1869. mentioned above comprised in his decree of 1853, and also of 
"Mart Swa geyen villages not included in the decree. The Principal Sudder 
Raza ima- Ameen has dismissed the suit on two grounds: irst, that it is 

ee barred by limitation; secondly, because the plaintiffs are estopped 
by their petition of 16th November 1854, in which they limited 
their claim to ten villages. 

An appeal has been preferred from the judgment of the lower 
Court, on the ground that the suit is not barred by limitation, 
possession having been held by. the plaintiffs in 1863 and 1865, ' 
under orders of a Civil Court, from which possession they were 
removed by orders of the superior Court, on appeal. 

2. The effect of the litigation going on from 1853 to 1866 
was to prevent limitation coming into operation, as held by the 
Privy Council in the case of Raja Enayet Hossein v. Sayud 
Ahmed Reza‘(1). 

3. That the plaintiffs are not estopped by the statements 
entered in the petition of 16th November 1854, and there is no 
proof that the petition was put in with the knowledge or consent 
of the plaintiffs. 

4, That seven out of the villages now claimed were not 
included in the 35 villages for which the Raja got a decree in 1853; 
and, therefore, the Principal Sudder Ameen’s judgment is defective 
in not disposing of this part of the claim separately and distinctly. 

We think the second ground taken before us cannot be sustained. 
The present case is not of the same character as that of the case 
quoted, and though there has been litigation between the parties 
since 1854, it did not relate to the villages now in dispute, but to 
the ten villages of which the plaintiffs have got possession. 

The third ground of appeal, we must give in appellants’ favour. 
The petition presented by them in November 1854 does not amount 
to an estoppel, though it is a strong piece of evidence which may 
be used against them. 

Having disposed of these two pointa, it is necessary to deter- 
mine the point of limitation, before we can enter into the merits 
of the case in respect to the villages which formed the subject 
of the decree obtained by the Raja in 1853. The question of 
the seven villages which formed no part of this suit, is entirely a 

i (1) 7 Moore, L A., 288, 
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separate one, and for its determination it will be necessary to go ` 


Into the merits, in order that the plea of limitation, as regards 
these villages, may be determined at the same time. 

With regard, then, to the 365 villages which formed the subject 
of the decree of 1853, it is admitted that the Raja was put in 
possession on 15th July 1854, His possession was disturbed in 
September 1863, for the Principal Sudder Ameen, acting under 
the order passed by the High Court on Ist April 1863, and 


‘apparently not having the subsequent order of the High Court 


of the 15th July 1863 before him, directed possession to be given 
to the plaintiff of a moiety of all the villages, and they remained 
in possession till deprived of it under a subsequent order of 
December 1863, passed by the Principal Sudder Améen in 
revicw. The plaintiffs a second time got possession in February 
1866, in execution of the decree passed by the High Court m 
June 1865, by which the Raja’s claim to the moiety of ten 
villages was dismissed. This possession was, however, set aside by 
the High Court, on appeal, on 12th September 1866, and the plain- 
tiffs urge that, from either of the above dates on which possession 
was given to them by order of the Civil Court, they are within 
time. They also urge that their possession was a legal possession, 


having been given by a Civil Court of competent jurisdiction, ' 


and that their cause of action arose on the date in which they 
were dispossessed by a subsequent order of the same Court. 
Again it is urged that any kind of possession is sufficient to bar 
the operation of the law of limitation. There is a case of Rant 
Lakhi v. Duktahesht Debi (1), which has a bearing on the 
present case. There it was held that, ‘“‘ wrongful possession, 
under an erroneous order of a Magistrate; under Act IV. of 
** 1840, does not constitute such bond fide possession as will prevent 
“ the law of limitation running against the person so holding.” 
(Thomson’s Law of Limitation, page 47.) It is urged, however, 
that possession need not be bond fide. If a party has held 
adverse possession, no matter how that possession was originally 
obtained, limitation can, except in cases of fraud, be successfully 
pleaded against a plaintiff, if he fail to sue within 12 years from 
the date of the cause of action. So when a party, a8 the plain- 
A (1) 1 Hay, 306, 
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tiffs in this case, is put into possession by order of the Civil Court, 
he is entitled to plead that possession against the plea of limita- 
tion. Had plaintiff retained possession for six or eight years, 
. instead of three months, and at the close of that period had been ' 
dispossessed under an order passed in review, would not their 
possession for so long a period, under the order of the Court, be 
a bond fide possession? If a wrong-doer, who, without any autho- 
rity of law takes forcible possession of his neighboux’s property, 
_ can effectually plead limitation against a claim to recover if not» « 
brought within 12 years, why should a party who has been 
put into possession by order of a Civil Court, and subsequently 
` deprived of that possession by the same Court, not be able to point 
to that possession as an answer to the plea of limitation? So far 
as he was concerned, his possession was legal, and in good faith, + 
He believed himself entitled to possession, and asked the Court 
to give it him. The Court taking the same view of the claim 
and of the order passed by the superior Court as the petitioner, 
put him in possession. On the other hand, it may be said, is a 
. person to lose the benefit. of long and continuous possession of 
his estate, because some stranger is thrust into possession by an 
erroneous order of a Court, which order is subsequently set aside? 
* Will such a possession, which the party dispossessed could not 
avoid, except by appealing to higher Court or by application for 
review, entitle a stranger to bring a suit for possession, and be a 
sufficient answer to a plea of limitation. The plaintiff claims pos- 
" session under an hereditary title, and sets forth that, under an 
order of Court, he was put into possession of the property; but 
admits that this order was, subsequently, declared to be erroneous, 
” and was set aside, and he was dispossessed by the Court which had 
given him possession. “Defendant pleads that he has held pos- 
session for more than 12 years, having been put into possession 
under a decree of Court. Is the possession of plaintiff, given 
under an erroneous order of a Civil Court, sufficient to give plain- 
tiff a status which he otherwise would not have, and deprive the 
defendant of the benefit of his long possession ? i 
Looking at the question, as put before us by the pleaders on 
either side, it appears to me that a clear distinction must be drawn 
in cases where the cause of -action is shown to have occurred at 
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a date more than 12 years previous to the suit, and cases stich as 186b 
the present where a possession not illegal has been obtained by Matz Smo -, 
an accident or by an error of Court. In cases of the former kind,. Rava hira- 
the Court will.not look into the bond fides of the possession except : 
when fraud is pleaded, because the party seeking to recover has 
Slept over his rights for more than 12 years, and the law declares 
that if a party be so neglectful, he must lose his remedy, however 
good his title may be. But where, in answer to a plea of limitation, 
` it be shown that there has been a possession of some kind within 
the period of limitation, it must be also shown that such possession 
was a bond fide possession. Were a man to take forcible 
possession of his neighbour’s estate, and then for some reason 
relinquish that possession, and were subsequently to bring an 
. action alleging a title, it. would be no sufficient answer to the plea 
of limitation that he had taken possession at a period within five 
or six years before the suit was brought. So ifa party be put 
in possession by a Court under an erroneous order or under some 
misconception, which error is subsequently rectified, and the party 
be again deprived of possession, it would not be sufficient to point 
to that possession as a legal or bond fide possession, though given 
by order of a Court, as a complete answer to the plea of limitation 
put in by the defendant, particularly where he had all along 
objected to the erroneous order, and had done his best to have it 
set aside, and was successful in his efforts. Possession of this 
kind cannot, I think, in a legal sense, be termed bond fide, and, 
therefore, it cannot give the plaintiff in this case a status which 
he had not before, and enable him effectually to defeat the defend- 
ant’s plea of limitation. I would confirm the judgment of the ’ 
lower Court on this point. 
Then as regards the seven villages which were not included in 
the Raja’s claim for 35 villages, the defendant pleads that they 
never formed any part of the ghatwali tenures, but are included 
in his Nizamut mehals, situated within his zemindari, in Pergunna, 
Goddas; and that they have never been in the plaintiffs possession, 
and the claim is barred by limitation. The Principal Sudder 
Ameen has disposed of this part of the plaintiff's claim by saying, 
that as the decree given in favor of the Raja in 1853 was for 


the ghatwali mehal, these Mauzas, if comprised within it, must ` 
e 7 i ` 26—C 
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. also have been decreed. This, however, is not a proper method 


of dealing with the plaintif’s case. It is clear that the defend- 
ant sued for possession of 35 villages by name, and obtained 
a decree for them in 1853, and got possession under that decree. 
He could not, under that decree, have taken possession of any 
villages not mentioned in his plaint, and he does not now claim” 
these seven villagesas having been included in the ghatwali tenure. 
It is no doubt for the plaintiffs to show that these villages did 


form part of the ghatwali tenure. If they did, then plaintiffs A 


are entitled to have a clear finding on their claim, provided they 

be able to avoid the plea of limitation set up by the defend- 
ants. It appears, however, that neither party have given evidence 
on this point, so that this Court is unable to dispose of the case. 
It must, therefore, be remanded to the lower Court, and the 
Judge, after calling upon the parties to give evidence as to their 
respective claims, will dispose of the case in the usual manner. 


Guover, J.—On the question of limitation I am compelled to 
differ from the opinion expressed by Mr. Justice Loch. 

It appears to me that any possession not obtained by force or 
fraud would be bond fide possession sufficient to take the case out 
of the Statute. 

In the present instance, the test, as it seems to me, would be the 
accruing of the defendant’s cause of action, if he had brought 
the suit, instead of the plaintiffs. Could he in the years 1863 
and 1865, whilst he was in possession under the order of the 
Civil Court, have brought a suit for recovery of possession ? I 
think not; he would have been told that, so long as he retained the 
possession given to him by the Civil Court, he had no cause of 
action, and if he brought an action after subsequent dispossession, 
his time for suing would run from the date of that dispossession ; 
and if so, his possession, though under a mistake of the Civil Court, 
would still be legally an adverse possession against the opposite 
party. 

‘ It is not, in this instance, the case of a wrong-doer getting 

possession of property not belonging to him, and then seeking to 

take advantage of his own wrong doing, but of an honest litigant, 

fighting for what he considered his rights, and being put in 
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possession, however erroneously, by the order of a competent 
Court, 

For the rest, I concur in the judgment proposed by my learned 
colleague. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


AJONNISSA BIBI (Psrrrionzr) v. SURJA KANT ACHARJI (Orvosrre 
. i : Panry.)* ` 


Superintendent—24 and 25 Viol, c. 104, 8. 18—High Court—Review—Act 
VIII. gf 1859, ss. 377 and 378. 


The High Court refused to interfero with the order of a Court, granting a review 
of its judgment, although the application for review was not made until three years 
after the date of the decree ; the party who preferred the application for the review 
having satisfied such lower Court of the existence of just and reasonablo cause for 
hig not having preferred his application for review within ninety days. 


Baboo Anukul Chandra Mookerjee (with him Baboo Amaren- 
dra Nath Chatterjee) moved to make absolute a Rule Nisi issued 
upon the following petition :— 

“ That your petitioner was plaintiff in a suit instituted by her 
against one Lakhi Debi and others in the Court of the Moon- 
siff of Mymensingh ; that her suit having been dismissed by that 
Officer, an appeal was preferred by her to the Principal Sudder 
Ameen of that district, who decreed her appeal, with costs, on the 
12th September 1864. 

“That this Lakhi Debi having died, the estate went to the 
Court of Wards, and your petitioner, in execution of her decree, 
having obtained possession of the land, sued for and realized from 
the said Court the amount of the costs adjudged in her favor on 
the 14th August 1867. e 

‘That since then one Surja Kant Acharji, calling himself 
the adopted son of the said Lakhi Debi, filed a petition of 
review in the Principal Sudder Ameen’s Court at’ Mymensingh, 
on the 12th February 1868, seeking a re-consideration of the 
judgment passed by the predecessor of the said Principal Sudder 


Ameen. 


* Rule Nist, No. 57 of 1869. 
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“ ‘That the present Officer having, on grounds set forth in his 


Asonsisa4 judgment, allowed such application, your petitioner is obliged to 


o; 
. BrBi 
ef 
Sorga KANT 
ACHARJL 


apply to this Honorable Court to set aside that order on the fol- 
lowing grounds :— l 

- “ 1st.—That, according to law, no applieation for review under 
section 376 can lie under the circumstances of the case after such 
a lapse of time. 

“ 2nd.—That the decree having been satisfied by the Court of 
Wards acting as guardian of the minor, he is not at liberty to 
re-open the matter by a petition for review. 

“ 3rd.—That, consequently, the Court below acted without 
jurisdiction, and its order is liable to reversal. 
` « Your petitioner, therefore, prays that this Honorable Court, 
in the exercise of its extraordinary power of reversing the 
proceedings of the Courts below, shall be pleased to set aside and 
cancel such order admitting the review, or pass such other order 
as to your Lordships may seem meet and proper.” 

_ The following is a translation of the decision of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen admitting the petition of review :— 

‘There are sufficient reasons for admitting this application 
for review. The decision passed by my predecessor against the 
mother of the petitioner, reversing the judgment of the lower 
Court, was at a time when the petitioner was a minor, and a suit 
was pending in Court regarding the question whether his pro- 
perty was to go intothe hands of the Court of Wards or not ; 
consequently, no one could appear to represent him. The death 
of plaintiff's mother was brought to the notice of the then 
Principal Sudder Ameen at the hearing of the appeal. But 
the neglect of the Court of Wards in not applying for a review 
of the judgment during plaintiff’s minority cannot prejudice 
plaintiff’s right. He has, on attaming his majority, and without 
loss of time, applied for a review of judgment, and that time 
is within three months. Therefore, for this valid reason, I, for 


‘the purpose of justice, consider it reasonable to admit this 


application for review, because it is not the meaning of the law 

that any decision passed ex parte during the petitioner’s minority 

would prejudice his right, and that when there ara valid 

reasons, he should be denied justice. Therefore, it is ordered that 
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the petition for review be granted, and the 25th day of July 
be fixed for the hearing of the case.” 

A rule was granted by the High Court, calling. upon, the 
other side to show cause why the application should not “be 
graited, upon the ground that the party preferring the appli- 
cation for the review of judgment shewed no just or reasonable 
cause for not having preferred such application within the limited 
period within the meaning of section 377 of Act VIII. of 1859. 


Baboos Srinath Doss and Ramesh Chandra Mitter showed 
cause. 


BAYLEY, J.—I am of opinion that this rule ought to be dis- 
charged with costs. 

The application to this Court was to exercise its extraordinary 
powers under section 15 of the Charter Act, with a view to set 
aside certain proceedings of the Principal Sudder Ameen of 
Mymensingh, who had admitted a review after the lapse of more 
than three years. The words’ in section 15 of the Charter 
under which the applicant can come to this Court, are that each 
of the High Courts “shall have superintendence over all 
Courts which may be subject to its appellate jurisdiction.” I 
quite concur in the interpretation put upon those words by a 
decision of this Court passed by Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. 
Justice L. S. Jackson, Bhyrub Chunder Chunder v. Shamasoon~ 
deree Debea (1), viz., that that section gives to the High Court 
“large powers over the inferior Courts to compel them to do 
any act which by law they should do, to command them to 
execute all powers with which they are vested, and to restrain 
them from meddling when they have no jurisdiction.” 


In the present case the Priftcipal Sudder Ameen has admitted - 


the petition for review more than three years after the decree on 
what, to my mind, appears to be a finding of fact that there were 
just and reasonable causes, such as are contemplated in section 
377, Act VIII. of 1859, for the delay made in presenting the 
application. The substance of his judgment is that, as the mother 
died between the time of the institution of the suit, and before 


Q) 6 W. R., Act X. Rul, 68. 
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the passing of the decree, and as there was some delay conse- 
AvoxwissA quent upon the Court of Wards taking charge of the estates of 


the minor, and as, immediately after the Court of Wards gave. 


ovér charge of the estates to the petitioner after he had arrived 
_ at his majority, the petitioner used due diligence, and applied’ for 
a review within 90 days, there were just and reasonable grounds 


for admitting the review. 


I do not think that the case of Mowri Bewa v. Surendra Nath 
Roy (1) bears upon the present question, because the whole 


(1) Before Mr. Justice Phear and Mr, 
Justice Hobhouse, 


MOWRI BEWA v. SURENDRA 
NATH ROY.* 


Appeal—Delay in Filing. 


On appeal to the High Court against the 
decree of a subordinate Court, everything 
which preceded that decree as an act of 
Court, is open to revision. It is competent 
to the High Court in special appeal to look 
into the grounds which a, Judge has given 
for admitting an appeal after the lapse of 
the prescribed time. 

Held, that inasmuch a8 a new statement 
of the law by the High Court is not a sufi- 
cient excuse for delay in applying for a review 
of judgment, it is still leas an excuse for 
delay in preferring an appeal against a judg- 
ment, 


The judgment of the Court in this 
case was delivered, on the 17th July 1868, 


by 


Pura, J.—The history of these cases 
is curious enough, but we need not 
narrate it at length now. Itis sufficient 
to say that, on 29th of June 1865, 21 
cases of appeal, parallel cases, were deter- 
mined by the Judge of Nuddea, and all 


remanded to the Court of first instance 
for re-trial. Of these 21, the plaintiff 
in one only appealed specially to the 
High Court against the remand order of 


the Judge, and he was successful enough - 


to get the remand order reversed, and 
the decree of the first Oourt, which had 
been appealed against to the Judge, 
substantially upheld. While this special 
appeal was pending, the 20 cases in which 
the plaintiff had not appealed wore heard 
on remand by the first Court, and in all 
of them the plaintiff’s suit was dismissed, 
the first Court then reversing the decisior 
to which it had before come. This took 
place on the llth of September 1865. 
The decision of the High Court on the 
one case in which the appeal had been 
preferred, was pronounced on the 6th of 
January 1866. One year and nine 
months after the judgment of the High 
Court, namely, on the 30th of October 
1867, the plaintiff in the remaining 
20 cases appealed to the Judge, against 
the decision of the Deputy Collector. 
The Judge admitted these appeals, 


although they were greatly out of time, ` 


and in each case, reversing the decision 
of the first Court, gave a decree accord- 
ant with the decree of the High Court 
in the analogous case which had been 
specially appealed, In 17 of these cases, 
the defendants, who are the partica 
aggrieved by the decision of the Judge, 
appeal specially to this Conrt, and the 
first (we may say the principal) ground 
of appealis that the lower Oourt, the 


* "Special Appeal, No. 470 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Nuddea, dated the 18th 
December 1867, reversing a decree of the Deputy Collector of that district, dated 11th 


September 1865. 
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case there was based upon proceedings after decree; whereas, in 
this case, nothing has been done in the shape of re-trial or a 


Judge, was wrong in admitting the 
appeals after the lapse of so long a 
period as had occurred beyond the time 
limited for that purpose by the Procedure 
Code. 

It has been urged onthe part of the 
special respondents that this Court 
cannot take an objection of this kind 
into consideration. It is said that inas- 
much as the Judge has oxpicssed him- 
solf satisfied with the reasons pnt for- 
ward by the appellants for their delay, it 
it is not for this Court to interfere with 
the exercise of his discretion, 

There cannot, however, be any doubt 
that on an appeal to this Court against 
the decree of a subordinate Court, every 
thing which had preceded that decree as 
an act of Court, is open to revision. It 
is, thorefore, competent for us, sitting hore 
on special appeal, to look into the 
grounds which the Judge has given for 
admitting the appeals in which the deci- 
sion now appealed against was passed ; 
and if wo think that the grounds upon 
which he acted in so admitting tho 
appeals are impeachablo here in special 
appeal, we are bound to reverse his deci- 
sion accordingly. 

The cause which wonld induce this 
Court to interfere with the exercise of 
a discretion of the kind here referred to 
upon special appeal, would commonly be 
that the discretion was oxercised with- 
out propor legal material to support it. 
Other gronnds of impeachment might, no 
doubt, be imagined, such as that the 
discretion had been exercised capri- 

jously, or with malice, and so on; but 
these are likoly to be seldom exhibited. 
In this caso, the Judge having said that 
ho was judicially satisfied that the appel- 
lanta, in coming to him so late as they 
did, had accounted for their delay, and 


there being no imputation upon his 
honesty, we have only to see whether he 
had before him material avfficiont in law 
to enable him to come to the conclusion 
that the delay was justified. 

His own statement on this point is that 
“ the grounds showing the cause of delay 


“ were reasonable, for it is an undisputed ` 


“ fact that the appellant’s former mook- 
“ tear, since dead, owing'to old ago, &c., 
“ had resigned his duties ;” and before 
that he had said—“ it is shown that the 
“appellant could not have appealed on 
“his present grounds during the pre- 
“ scribed period.” The cause of delay 
which we first read from the judgmont 
of the Judge is one thet might justify 
a delay of a fow days, but could not 
possibly bo any reason for not bringing 
a suit within two years. The other 
ground, namely, that the appellant could 
not have appealed on his present grounds 


_ daring tho prescribed period, is perfectly 


valneleas. His present ground, we under- 
stand, to consist in the judgment of tho 
High Court, delivered on the 6th of 
January 1866, in the cognate caso, wheie- 
in the plaintiff had beon diligent cnongh 
to appeal. And that judgment was not 
special in any way as an enunciation of 
law. Howover, had it in fact pronounced 
an interpretation of the law which had 
not previously been accepted, it would 
not have afforded n reason for a delay in 
bringing the appeal. This is, we think, 
clear from the reasoning and the ruling 
of the Full Bench, in Shama Charan 
Chucherbutty v.Brindaban Chandra Roy(Q), 
which laid down that a new statement 
of the law by the High Court was not a 
sufficient excuse for delay in applying for 
a review of a judgment. And it seems 
to us that if it is not an excuse for delay 
in applying for a review of a judgment, 


(1) Caso No. 1395 of 1866; 30ih January 1868. 
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second judgment and decree. Another case decided in this Court 
has been mentioned to us in support of the application, but it has 
not been placed before us in any such shape that we can notice it. 
I would adhere to the rule that the Court should take notice of 
those decisions only which are actually placed before it for con- 
sideration, or are cited from the printed reports. 


It has been argued by Baboo Anukul Chandra Mookerjee 


_that there should have been, in the first place, a proceeding under 


section 377, Act VIII. of 1859, and a finding whether under 
that section there was any good and reasonable cause shown for 
the delay in filing the petition, and then another proceeding 
under section 378 of that Act for admitting the review. 

I do not think that the Principal Sudder Ameen has erred in 
jurisdiction in deciding first for the reasons given by bim that 
there were just and reasonable grounds shown for the delay, and 
then going on in the same proceeding to admit the review; for, 


still leas can it be an excuse for delay in 
appealing against a judgment But, 
as we have alicady said, the character- 
istic of the judgment of the 6th of 
January 1866 was not that it laid down 
any new principle of law, or sanctioned 
any new interpretation of the law, but it 
was a decision between parties upon the 
facta of the case. It is true that the 
facts of the case were, if not precisely 
the same, at least very analogous to 


those obtaining in the case now before- 


us; but that seems to us the greater 
reason why the decision of the 6th of 
January 1866 is no excuse for the delay. 
If, in the one case similarly situated 
with the other, he could, by diligence 
in appyling to the High Court, obtain 
the remedy which he did in fact obtain, 
he might, in like manner, have obtained 
asimilar remedy in all the other cases. 
And he might not only have appealed 
against the original remand order made 
in the 20 cases as he did in the one, but 
he might, at any rate, have appealed 
immediately upon the decision of the 
Deputy Collector on the 11th of Septem- 
ber 1865; and had he done so, there 
cannot be any doubt that he would have 


2 


obtained the benefit of the decision of 
the High Court of the 6th of January 
1866, And whichever way the conduct 
of tho plaintiff, now special respondent, 
is looked at, it seems to us that he is 
absolutely without any excuse at all for 
delaying to bring his appeal until two 
years had elpased atter the passing of 
the decree which is appealed against. In 
this viow of the facts involved in these 
cases, as exhibited by the judgment of 
the lower Appellate Court, it seems to 
us that the Judge had no ground what- 
ever to go upon when he arrived aj the 
conclusion that the appellants before him 
had satisfactorily accounted for their not 
having come within the time prescribed 
by the Act. We, therefore, think that his 
decision admitting the appeal was wrong 
in law ; and, consequently, that his final 
degree on appeal cannot be supported. 

This being so, we think that this 
appeal must be decreed,and the decison 
of the lower Appellate Court reversed. 
The effect of this will be to confirm the 
decision of the first Court The appellant 
must get his costs in this Court and in 
the lower Appellate Court. 
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although the sections contemplate two classes of circumstances, 
there is nothing in them to show that the finding, under the one 
section and the order under the other, cannot be recorded in one 
and the same proceeding. 

The reason given by the Principal Sudder Ameen for admit- 
ting the review is that just and reasonable cause was shown for the 
delay. I would observe that those grounds may be more or less 
good and sufficient, but there is nothing on the face of them 
which justifies me in saying that the Principal Sudder Ameen 
has omitted to do what we can compel him to do, or'that he was 
wrong in doing what he had no jurisdiction to do, or in refusing 
jurisdiction. 

In this view of the case, I think that the rule ought to be 
discharged with costs. 


Hosnovse, J.—I agree in discharging the rule with costs. 
The grounds on which the rule was applied for are not very 
clearly stated in the application, but I will take it to be that the 
rule was granted on the following facts and substantially in the 
following shape, viz.—that there was a decision of the lower Court 
the 12th Séptember 1864; that the lower Court admitted a review 
of that decision on the 12th February 1868; and that on the other 
side was called upon to show cause as to why the order admitting 
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the review should not be set aside, on the ground that within 


the meaning of section 377 of the Code, the lower Court had not 
found that there was any just and reasonable cause shown for 
the delay in applying for the review. 

In support of the rule, Baboo Anukul Chandra Mookerjee 
has contended before us, that as a matter of fact the lower Court 
had not found that there was any cause for the delay in applying 
for the review; that the lower Court has not tried that issue at 
all, and not having tried it, or found upon it, that the lower Court 
had no jurisdiction to entertain the review at all, much less to 
admit it. 

The whole question then, in my mind, turns upon the fact as 
to whether or not the lower Court came to any finding upon the 
point as to whether there was any just and reasonable cause 
shown for the delay. I agree with Mr. Justice Bayley in think- 
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ing that the lower Court did come to such a finding. I do not 


say that the reasons shown were just and reasonable, or that the 
finding was a good one, or the contrary; but I hold that. the 
Court did come to a finding on that point and that it was a 
finding within the jurisdiction of tho Court,—a finding that may, 
therefore, possibly be a subject for appeal hereafter within the 
terms of Full Bench Ruling, Shama Charan Chucherbutty v. 


” Brindaban Chandra Roy (1), but that it was not a finding in 


respect to which we can exercise our extraordinary powers 
under section 16 of the Charter Act upon which the pleader 3 in 
support of the rale relies. 

In this view, I agree in thinking that the rule should be dis- 


- charged with costs. 


1869 


Jany. 26. . 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 
In THs marrer of MANI CHANDRA DAS axb ortngns.* a 


Contempt of Court—Regulation IV. of 1793, s3. 25—Criminal Procedure Code 
(Act XXV. of 1861), se. 163 and 168. 


‘A Judge of a Small Cause Court in the Mofassil found a judgment-debtor guilty 


' of resisting an officer of the Court in attaching property in satisfaction ‘of the 


decree, and fined him. Held, that the Judge acted without jurisdiction. He emer 


to havo sent the judgment-lebtor before the Magistrate. 


Nita Srna, an officer of the Small Cause Court at Backer- 
gunge, reported to the Judge of that Court, that he was resisted by 
Mani Chandra Das and others, debtors to Kalikrishna Kundu, 
under a decree of that Court, in attaching, in satisfaction of the 


"+ decree, certain property of the judgment-debtors, and in bringing 


away what he had attached. The Judge summoned the alleged 
offenders and finding them guilty of the offence, fined each of 
them in a sum of Rs. 200. 
Mani Chandra Das and others petitioned the High Court to 
set aside the order of the Judge of the Small Cause Court, and 
to remit the fine on the ground (inter alia) : 


(1) Case No. 1395 of 1866, 80th January 1868, 
_ * Rule Wisi, No. 75 of 1869. ` 


A 


\ 


weer 


ai hi 2 


| 


VOL. IL] APPELLATE JURISDICTION—CIVIL. 189 


« That the Small Cause Court had no jurisdiction to fine the 1869 
petitioners under section.25, Regulation IV. of 1793, nor did the Is Tae wat- 
offence charged fall under the purview of that section.” CHANDRA Das. . 


The High Court (Bayley and Hobhouse, JJ.) granted a 


rule calling upon the Judge of the Small Cause Court of . 


Backergunge to shew cause why the record of the case should 
not be sent for, and his order imposing the fine should not be 
set aside, and the fine remitted. 

The Judge of the Small Cause Court of Pukara sent 


_ up the record of the case and wrote to the Registrar of the 


High Court, contending that the Small Cause Court was a Civil 
Court, within the meaning of the Regulation, and that he had 
jurisdiction to pass the order sought to be set aside. 


Baboo Girija Sankar Mozoomdar moved to make the rule 
absolute. 


BAYLEY, J.—I am of opinion that this rule must be made 
absolute. 

The question is, whether a Small Cause Court in the Mofussil, 
has. authority by any law, or by any power inherent in itself, to 
punish forthe resistance of a process of attachment issued by it. 
In the Mofussil Small Cause Court Act (XI. of 1865,) no such 


. power is expressly given, whereas in the Presidency Small Cause 


Court Act, an express provision is made for the exercise of that . 
power by the Court. 

The Judge of the Small Cause Court of Backergunge, in his 
present letter to this Court, argues that such power is given to 
his Court by section 25, Regulation IV. of 1793, because that 
Court is a Civil Court, modified only as to forms of procedure’ ” 
and rules of appeal. But in my opinion this is not legally a 
sound argument. Section 25, Regulation IV. of 1793, expressly’ 
refers to Zilla Courts constituted under that law, and not. to 
Mofussil Courts of Small Causes. Certain cases have been 
cited by the Judge of the Small, Cause Court, especially that of 
Chunder Kant Chuckherbutty (1) decided on the 22nd April 1868 
(Loch and Glover, JJ.), in which it was held that the resistance of 
a process of a Civil Court can be punished by that Court without 


- (1) 9.W. RB, Cr, 63. 
e 
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referring the offender to the Magistrate, and reference is made in 


xorne nat that judgment to the fact, that section 25, Regulation IV. of 
Canora Das: 1793, isnot repealed by the Repealing Act VIII. of 1868. Not 


only has that decision been expressly overruled by the Full 
Bench Ruling in The Queen v. Bhagai Dafadar (1); but farther, 
as before observed, the Small Cause Court is not a Civil Court 
within the meaning of section 25, Regulation IV. of 1793. 

Then as to the power inherent in any Civil Court, including. 
a Small Cause Court in the Mofussil, to punish for contempt of 
Court by resistance of its process. There is a case cited before 


us of Abdulla and Matab Chaprasees (2), in which it was ` 


held that the High Court had power to punish parties for 
contempt of Court without sending them for trial to the ordinary 
Courts of Criminal Jurisdiction; but that was in consequence 
of the High Court being by the Letters Patent made a Court 
of Record, and having all the powers of the late Supreme Court. 
` Upon the whole, I consider that the Judge of the Small Cause 
Court acted without jurisdiction in imposing the fine, but at the 
game time referring to section 171 of Act XXV. of 1861, I find 
that that section gives power to any Court, Civil or Criminal, 
when the offence is one coming under Chapter X., or one (as this 
is) under section 186 of the Indian Penal Code, to send the 
accused person before the Magistrate, and the Magistrate shall 
thereupon proceed to deal with the accused according to the law. 
` The order of the Judge of the Small Cause Court is accord- 
ingly set aside as passed without jurisdiction. 


Hosuovsst, J.—The point before us is one of considerable 
importance ; and I, therefore, think it advisable to add a few 
words to the judgment of Mr. Justice Bayley. 

The fact is, that the Judge of the Small Cause, Court of 
Backergunge fined certain persons for resistance of a process of 


e his own Court, and the question is whether that fine could be 


legally imposed by the Judge, that is to say whether the Judge 
of the Small Cause Court had jurisdiction to impose the fine, 
or whether we should not rather set aside the order imposing it, 
as passed without jurisdiction, and direct the fine to be refunded. 


Q)-2BLR Œ. B) al ` QQ) BW, B., Cr, 32. 
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The Judge of the Small Cause Court supposes that he had 1869 
jurisdiction under the provisions of section 25, Regulation TV. Ixus xar 
of 1793, and he relies on a judgment of a Division Bench of this Cuaxpra Das. 
Court in Chunder Kant Chuckerbutty (1). This decision was to 
the effect that the Magistrate had not jurisdiction to fine for resist- 
ance of a process of a Civil Court, but that the Civil Court 
alone had such jurisdiction. This decision has been overruled by 
The Queen v. Bhagat Dafadar (2), and it is there held that a 
“Magistrate has jurisdiction to punish for resistance of a process 
of a Civil Court. It is clear, therefore, that the decision of the 
* Division Bench was overruled by the Full Bench; but the Full 
Bench did not decide whether a Civil Court had or had not juris- 
diction to punish for the resistance of its own process, and that 
question, therefore, is still open for our decision. 

I quite agree with Mr. Justice Bayley that the provisions of 
of section 26, Regulation IV. of 1793, do not in terms apply to 
Courts of Small Causes, but apply simply to Zilla Courts, not 
Courts of Small Causes, The only decision which is then at all 
in point is the case of Abdool and Matab Chaprasees (3), referred cs 
to by Mr. Justice Bayley, and it is quite clear that, in that case, i 
this Court held, that it had jurisdiction to punish for contempt of 
Court, on the ground that it was a Court of Record expressly 
so declared to be by the Letters Patent. Now the Courts of 
Small Causes in the Mofussil are not -Courts established by 
Letters Patent, but are only Civil Courts established under the 
legislative enactments of the council of this country. They are, 
therefore, it seems to me, Civil Courts within the meaning of the 
Codes of Civil and Criminal Procedure and of the Penal Code. 

Then in regard to such Courts, we have express provisions in 
the Code of Criminal Procedure. The first provision is to 
be found in section 163 of that Code, and that section lays down . 
this, that when an offence, such as is described in sections 175, $ 
178, 179, 180, or 228 of the Indian Penal Code, is commit- 
ted in the view or in the presence of any Civil Court, 
it shall be competent to such Court to cause the offender to be . 
detained in custody, and to adjudge the offender to punishment 
by fine or imprisonment in a civil jail. If then, any offence 
Q) 9W.R Cr 63 (3) 2 B.L Ru (Œ. B.) 21. (8) 8 W. B. Cr., 32. 


192 


1869 


“IN THE NAT- 
TER OF Mant 


ra 


a 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L., R. 


such as is described in those sections of the Penal Code, is 
committed before any Civil Court, such Court has clearly juris- 


Cuaxpra Das. diction to punish for that offence. But the offence committed 


1869 


Jany. 30. ~- 


in this instance is not an offence under any of those sections; 


it is ‘an offence under, section 186 of the Indian Penal Code, 
and in regard to such offence there is a special procedure, in 
order to punishment, provided by sections 168 and 171 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure. Section 171 lays down that when 
any Civil Court is of opinion that there is sufficient ground for in- 


- vestigating any charge mentioned in the last three preceding sec- 


tions, that is to say the sections under Chapter X. of the Indian 
Penal Code, (not being sections 175, &c., above mentioned), the 


Court, aftermaking such preliminary enquiry as may be necessary, ' 


may send the case for investigation before any Magistrate, in order 
that such Magistrate may try or commit for trial according to law. 
It seems to me quite clear, therefore, that when the law lays 


down certain provisiona giving the Civil Courts jurisdiction to` 
` try and punish certain offences, being contempts of those Courts, 


and directing the same Civil Courts not to try and punish 
certain other cognate offences but send them to the Magistrate for 
such trial, then it is only in case of the first kind of offence 
that the Civil Courts have any jurisdiction to try and punish, 
and this particular offence being, as I said before, an “offence 
not provided for by section 163, but in sections 168 and 171 of 
the Code of Criminal Procedure, the Judge of the Court of 


“Small Causes had no jurisdiction over such offence. 


The order of the Judge of the Small Cause Court is, therefore, 


set aside, and the fines, if collected, must be refunded. ~ 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Milter, 
KALI CHARAN v. SRIRAM arD ornens.* 
Principal Deceased— Surety— Execution. 
ee was obtained against a surety only, the principal debtor boing dead, and 


his property Having been attached as of an intestate and proclamation mado. Held, 
that the property could not be taken in execution of the decree against the surety. 


* Referenco from the Small Canse Court of Darjeeling . 


> 
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THe Judge of the Small Cause Court at Darjeeling made the 
following reference to the High Court for its decision : 

« Plaintiff sued on a bond entered into by deceased Parsu 
Chowdhry, as- principal, and Sriram, as surety. 

“The representatives of Parsu Chowdhry were not amenable 
to the jurisdiction of this Court, under the provisions of section 
8 of Act XI. of 1865. 


“ The claim was enquired into as against Sriram, only, who ; 


confessed liability under the bond. 
“Tt appeared, in the course of the enquiry, that Parsu Chow- 


dhry had left some property in this jurisdiction, and it was not ° 


pretended by either plaintiff or Sriram, that the representatives 
of the deceased had obtained possession of any other property 
belonging to the deceased. 

“ The amount claimed was decreed against Sriram, -it ‘being 
. ordered that execution should be stayed pending the receipt by 
Sriram of an attested authority on the part of the representa- 
tives of Parsu to satisfy the decree by sale of the property left by 
deceased. 


« Sriram, in due course, informed the Court that the represen- 


tatives of Parsu would have nothing to ay to his property for 
fear of being made liable for his debts. 

_ © Sriram then petitioned that the execution of the decree 
should be taken out in the first instance against the property left 
by Parsu Chowdhry. His petition was thrown out pending this 
reference. The point of reference is, can execution of the decree 


against Sriram be taken out against the property left by Parsu ` 


‘deceased ? 
“ No one having come ‘forward to claim the property, it ‘has 
been attached as of an intestate, and proclamation made. ” 


The judgment of the High Court was deliverd by 


s3’ 


Peacocs, C J.—We are of opinion that the property of 


Parsu, deceased, cannot be taken in execution of a deczog “against 


Sriram, the amely: 
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~- Before Mr. Justice E. Jackson and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. * 


LACHMIPAT SING ROY BAHADUR AND OTHERS (DECREE-HOLDERS) 
v. WAHID ALI ann oruens (Junament-DeBror».)* 


Limilation—Act XIV. of 1859, s. 20—Ezecution. 


A decree was obtained on 16th April 1859, and execution was applied for on 28th 
December 1861, when the applicant was ordered by the Court to produce a certificate 
of heirship. On his failing to do so, the case was struck off. He next applied for 
execution on 13th August 1864. 

Held, that the proceedings taken in 1861 were not bond fide proceedings of Court, 
guch as would keep the decree alive, and that the application was barred 


‘« Baboo Nalit Chandra Sen for appellants. 


Mi. ,C. Gregory for respondents. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Hosxsovse, J.—We think that the Court below was quite 
right in this case. 

The decree-holder obtained a decree on the 16th April 1859. 
He made his first application to execute it on the 28th“December 
1861, and, in the course of that application, the Court directed him 
to produce a certain certificate of heirship, and in default of bis 
doing so, struck off the application on the 18th January 71862. No 
second application was made to execute the decree until the 13th 
August 1864. _ 

The first Court and the lower Appellate Court have held, that 


‘there was no bond fide proceeding to enforce the decree taken 


between the 16th April 1859 and the 13th August 1864, and that 
therefore, the decree was now incapable of execution. 
In special appeal one single poiht has been taken before us, 


‘ 
we ee 


and it is to this effect, viz., that inasmuch as the proceeding of ` 


the 16th April 1859 was a proceeding before the Court, therefore, 
under certain rulings of this Court, it must be presumed to be 
a proceeding made in good faith, and it must be held to have been 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No. 448 of 1868, from the decree of the Judge 


of Purnea, dated the 19th of May 1868, affirming a decree of the Principal Sudder ` 


Ameen of that District, dated the 12th September 1867. 
e 
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such while the judgment-debtor does not -prove the fact of its 
having been made in bad fait. The decisions which have been 


quoted to us— T'abbur Sing v. Motee Sing (1), Teja Sing v. Raj- 


naryan ‘Sing (2)—do not seem to us to be binding decisions on the 
point before us; they are simply decisions on other points containing 
obiter remarks made by one or two of the Judges, bearing to 
some extent on the point before us. Though, therefore, they are 
decisions containing remarks manifestly entitled to our respectful 
consideration, they are not decisions bmding upon us, We have 
to look to the terms of law and to any interpretation of that law 
made by binding decisions of this Court. Now, as we understand 


` the law, section 20, Act XIV. of 1859 and the leading case 
thereupon, viz., that of Ram Sahaya Sing v. Digan Sing (3), . 


it seems to us that, when an application for execution is 
sued out by any judgment-creditor, he has to show,-in, the 
words of the law, that some proceeding, construed by the Full 
Bench to be some bond fide proceeding, shall have been taken 


by him to enforce within three years the decree, execution of’ 


which he asks for, because the question is one of jurisdiction; 
and as we understand the law and the ruling, there is no juris- 
diction in any Court to allow process of execution to issue, unless, 
in the words of the law, some proceeding shall have been taken 
to enforce the decree. When, therefore, the judgment-debtor 
contends that no such proceeding has been taken out, it is clear 
that the Court cannot exercise jurisdiction to execute the decree 
unless it is shown that a proceeding, and a bond fide proceeding has 
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been taken, and the contention that the judgment-debtor is to , 


to haye no weight, because the application is not a proceeding 
on the part of the Court, but simply a proceeding on the part of 
the judgment-creditor. 
We cannot hold that an application proceeding from the judg- 
ment creditor himself, made by him at his own option, in his own 


words, and at his own tinie, and behind the back of the judgment - 


debtor, is presumptively a bond fide proceeding. 
The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 


` A) 9 W.R, 443. (3) Case No, 778 of 1865, 11th Sep- 
(2) 1 B. L. B, @.C.) 62. tember 1866. 
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- show that the application is not a bond fide proceeding, seems to us . 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, and 


Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


RAJA SATYASARAN GHOSAL BAHADUR (DECRER-HOLDER,) v. 
BHAIRAB CHANDRA BRAHMO.* 


Limitation—Ezecution—Decree. 


A decree was passed in 1850, and was in force in 1859, when Act XIV. of that year 
was passed. Between Angust 1860 and 25th April 1864, nothing effective was done 
in fartherance of execution, Petitions for execution were filed in May 1861 and 
August 1862, and the ugual orders passed on them, but they were struck off in default. 


-On 25th April 1864 another petition was filed, and notico was served on the debtor. 


Held that, at that time, the petition for execution was barred by limitation. The 
decree was not kept alive by the petitions of May 1861 and Augnst 1862 which were 
struck off in default. 


THIS was an application to the Principal sadder Ameen of 
Backergunge for execution of a decree. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen’s decision was as follows :—‘ The 
decree is dated 15th May 1850. Up to 28th August 1860, the 


.decree-holder is found to have regularly proceeded ; but from that 


time, up to 28th November 1864, within a period of three years, 
no proceeding is found pn the decree-holder’s part, even so far as 
the deposit of talabana for service of'notice on the judgment- 


debtor. Only petitions have been filed, merely with the' motive 
of showing that he was not altogether silent; but as the mere. 


filing of petitions is not considered a bond fide proceeding on his 
part, the case is struck off as barred by the law of limitation.” 
The Judge affirmed the Principal Sudder Ameen’s decision. 
The decree-holder then filed a Miscellaneous Appeal to the 
High Court, on the grounds :— 
Ist.—That the Principal Sudder Ameen failed to take notice 
of section 216, which does not require service of notice, when ~ 
the applications are successively made, as has been done in. the 


* Appeal No. 7 of 1868, under section KV. of the Letters Patent of 28th Decem- 
ber 1865, from a judgment of Mr. Justice Loch prevailing against that of Mr. Justice 
Mitter, dated the 13th May 1868, in Summary Special Appeal No. 506 of 1867, from 
a decree of the Zilla Court of Backergunge, dated the 29th Jung 1867. 
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present case, within one year from the date of the order. passed 
on’each of these applications. 
2nd.—That when, before the present application, execution was 


allowed to proceed on 12th May 1866, and notice was according- ` 


ly served on the debtor, the Courts below are wrong to re-open 
the question of limitation again. 


MITTER, J.—I am of opinion that this decree is not barred. 


by the provisions of section 20, Act XIV. of 1859. It appears 


that an order was passed by the Court for restoring the execu- ` 


tion case to the file within three years next before the date of 
the last application. I think that this order is a proceeding 
for keeping the decree in force, although it is not a proceeding 
for enforcing it. I think that the Legislature, when it referred 
to proceedings of both these descriptions, intended to draw some 
distinction between a warrant for the arrest of the person of the 
judgment-debtor, or a process of attachment issued against his 
property as a proceeding of the latter class ; but an order for the 
restoration of an execution case to the filé, and which thereby 
directs the execution to be proceeded with, is a proceeding of the 
first mentioned class, 7. e., it is a proceeding for keeping the 
decree in force. It has been decided that an order striking 
off an execution case from the file, is not a proceeding within the 
meaning of section 20; but the proceeding before us is of an 
opposite character. Nor can such a proceeding be impugned, on 
the ground of want of bona fides; for itis an act of the Court 


` itself. It has been already ruled by a Full Bench in Kangali 


Charan Ghosal v. Banamali Mullick (1) that an act of the 
Court cannot be impugned as mald fide; and I think that the 
same principle ought to be applied to the proceeding before 
us. I would, therefore, reverse the decision of the lower Courts, 
and remand this case to the Court of first instance. The 
respondent ought to pay the costs incurred by the appellant, both 
here and in the two lower Courts. 


Locu, J.—TI cannot concur in the view taken by my col- 
league. There can, of course, be no question as to the bona fides 
of the order of the Court ordering the application for execution to 

"e (1) Case No. 445 of 1866 ; 31st May 1867. 
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be registered, and directing the party to proceed with the execu- 


Rasa panva tion. But what we have to look to, isthe bona fides of the party 
HOSAL 4 


BALAN 
BAHADUR 


making the application. In making it, did he intend to carry 
out execution? Did he intend to take further -steps to realise 
the debt due to him? [If there is no valid objection to proceed- 
ing with the execution apparent on the face of thé application, 
the Court cannot rofuse to admit it in this register; but by so 
doing, it does not guarantee that the decree-holder is actingin good 
faith, Wheres notice is served through the Court, or other 
process issued at the instance of the decree-holder, means of 
judging of his good faith in applying for execution are afford- 
ed; but the order of the Court merely restoring an execution 
case to the file, or directing a fresh application to be registered, 
does not, in my opinion, assist the applicant at all. The petition 


filed, and the order to proceed passed thereon, are merely acts - 


to start the case; but if it be proceeded with no further, that 
order will be no better protection against limitation, than the peti- 
tion upon which it was passed, 

- The decree in this case was passed in 1850, and was alive in 
1859, when Act XIV. of that year was passed. Something 
appears to have been done in August 1860; but from that date 
to 26th April 1864, nothing effective in furtherance of execution 
was done. Petitions for execution were put in on 4th May 1861 
and 14th August 1862, and the usual orders passed upon them, 
and they were struck off for default; no steps having been 
taken by the decree-holder to carry out execution. On the appli- 


cation of 25th April 1864, notice was served on the debtor, 


but by that time execution was barred by limitation ; and it has 
been ruled by this Court that, where limitation has once operated 
to prevent execution, no subsequent acts of the decree-holders can 
restore to.him the right once lost of executing his decree. 
Under these circumstances I would confirm the -order of the 
lower Court, and dismiss this appeal with costs. £ 

The decree-holder appealed, under the 15th section of the Let- 
ters Patent, against the order of Mr. Justice Loch, the senior 


Judge. 


Baboos Krishna Kishor Ghose, Hem Chandra Banerjee, and ' 


Abhaya Charan Bose for appellant. 
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Baboo Gopal Lal Mitter for respondent. 

Peacock, C. J.—The question decided by the Division Bench, 
in respect of which this appeal has been brought, arose in a spe- 
cial appeal from the decision of the Principal Sudder Ameen. 


_ We agree with Mr. Justice Loch in thinking that execution 


was barred by. limitation.. Nothing was done upon the petitions 
of the 4th May 1861 and 14th August 1862, and they were con- 
sequently struck off for default. They did not, therefore, keep 
the exécution alive. 

The appeal is dismissed with costs. 


t 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson, 
and Mr, Justice Macpherson. 


AKORA SUTH (Dzraypanr) v. BOREANI (Prarnrirr).* 
Re-marriage of Hindu Widow—Act XY. of 1856, ss. 2, 3, 5—~Inheritance. 


A Hindu diod, leaving a widow and minor son and daughter. The widow re- 
manied after her husband’s catate had vested in her son. The son subsequently died + 
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and his step-brother took possession of tho property. The widow thon brought a ` 


soit against the step-brother for possession. Held, that the suit was maintainable, 
and that ‘she could properly succeed as heir to her son, notwithstanding her second 
marriage. 

THE plaintiff in this case sued, originally as manager and guar- 
dian of her minor daughter Dhan Mala, but was subsequently 
permitted to amend the plaint under section 73 of Act VIII.. of 
1859, by. making herself a party, and suing in her own name, ab 
well ag guardian to her daughter. The suit was for obtaining 
possession of 19 bigas of land, and value of cértain properties 
laid at Rs. 149-12. Peokan, the husband of the plaintiff, 
died’ possessed of 19 bigas of land in Mauza Ubeggram, and 
moveable property valued at Rs. 133-8. “At the time of his 


- death, he left behind him his widow the plaintiff, his son Bhakat 


_ = * Appeal No. 2f of 1868 under section 15 of the Letters Patent of the 28th 


December 1865, against a judgment of Mx Justice Komp prevailing against that of 
Mr. Justice E. Jackson, dated the 10th June 1868, in Special Appeal No. 2704 
of 1867, from a decree of the Depaty Commissioner of Nowgong, dated 6th August 


1867. 
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Ram, and his daughter Dhan Mala. The plaintif married a 


second husband, At this time Bhakat Ram was alive, and: his 
father Peokan’s estate had vested in him. Subsequently he'died, 
and his step-brother the defendant took possession, and urged 
that, since the plaintiff had taken a second husband, she could 
not act as a guardian of the minor, as provided by sections 2 and 
3 of Act XV. of 1856; and thet, as she had not acted in conform- 
ity with the requirements of Act XL. of 1858, she could not 
bring an action, and that the late Bhakat Ram held the proper- 
ties of his father Peokan, deceased; but that on his demise, the 
defendant was entitled in preference to either the plaintiff or her 
daughter, who were only entitled to maintenance. 

The Moonsiff supported the claim of the plaintiff, and gave a 
decree in her favour accordingly. 

This decree was affirmed by the Deputy Commissioner. 

Defendant then appealed to the High Court on the following 
grounds :— i 

1. Both Courts erred in declaring Boreani heir of her 
first husband’s deceased son Bhakat Ram; for under ‘section 
2, Act XV. of 1856 (1), all her rights and interest in the pro- 


(1) Act XV. of 1856, Sec. I1.—All 
rights and interests which any widow may 
have in her deceased husband’s property 
by way of maintenance, or by inheritance 
to her husband, or to his lineal successors, 
or by virtue of any will or testamentary 
disposition conferring upon her, without 
express permission to re-marry, only a 
limited intertest in such property, with no 
power of alienating the same, shall, upon 
her re-marriage, ceage and determine as if 
she had then died; and the next heirs 
of her deceased husband, or other persons 
entitled to the property on her death, shall 
theroupon succeed to the same. 

Section IJIT.—On the re-marriage of a 
Hindu widow, if neither the widow, nor 
any other person, has been expressly 


paternal grantdmother of the deceased 
husbatid, or any male relative of the 
deceased husband,may petition the highest 
Court having original jurisdiction in 
Civil cases in the place where the deceased 
husband was domiciled at tho time of 
his death, for the appointment of some 
proper person to be guardian of the said 
children, and thereupon it shall be lawful 
for the said Court, if it shall think fit, 
to appoint such guardian who, when 
appointed, shall be entitled to have the 
care and custody of the said children ; 
or if any of them, during their minority, 
in the place of their mother; and in 
making such appointment, the Court shall 
be guided, so far as may be, by tho laws 
and rulea in force touching the guardian- 


constituted by the will or testamentary eship of children who have neither father ‘ 
disposition of the deceased husband, the nor mother. Provided that, when the said 
guardian of his children, the father or children have not property of their own 
paternal grandfather or the mother or sufficient for their support and proper 
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perty ceased and determined upon her re-marriage as if she had 
died. 

2. The daughter Dhan Mala has no right, under Hindu Law, 
to the property left by her deceased brother Bhakat Ram, and 


thérefore the defendant, step-brother of Bhakat Ram’s father, is, 


the rightful heir of ‘fe property in dispute. 

3. The lower Court has misunderstood section 5 of Act 
KY. of 1856. 

4. Under section 3 of Act XV. of 1856, Boreani cannot 
gue as guardian of her minor daughter; the true legal guardian 
being the defendant. 

5. The Court below was wrong in allowing such an amend- 
ment of the plaint as changed the very nature of the suit 
from the suing as guardian only, to suing for herself, and also as 
guardian. 

The Judges of the Divisional Bench (Kemp and E. Jackson, 


JJ., differed in opinion). Kemr, J., supporting the judgment. 


below, Jackson, J., reversing it. 


Kemr, J.—The defendant is the special appellant. It is 
stated in the plaint that one Peokan died, leaving a widow the 
plaintiff, a son Bhakat Ram, and a daughter Dhan Mala, him 
surviving, The defendant is the step-brother of Peokan. 

The plaintiff re-married, and she now sues in right of inherit- 
ance, claiming the estate of her son Bhakat Ram, which became 
vested in him on the death of his father Peokan. 

The lower Courts have given the plaintiff a decree. In special 
appeal it is contended 

First.—That the Court of first instance was wrong in allow- 
ing such an amendment of the plaint as changed the very nature 
of the suit. 


‘ 


education whilst minora, no such appoint- shall not, by reason of her re-marriage, 
ment shall bo made otherwise, than with forfeit any property or any right to 
the consent of the mother, unless the which she would otherwise be entitled, 
proposed guardian shall have given and every widow who has re-married, 


‘security for the support and proper- shall have the same rights of inheritance 


education of the children whilst minors, as she would have had, had such marriage 
Section V.—Except as in the three been her first marriage. 
preceding sections is provided, a widow 
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Second.—The lower Court has erred in declaring that the 


AROSE BUTE plaintiff is entitled to succeed to the estate of her son Bhakat 


Bonzam, 


Ram; inasmuch as under the provisions of section 2, Act XV. 
of 1856, all her rights and interests in that estate ceased and 


. determined upon her re-marriage. 


On the first point I am of opinion tfat the lower Courts 
were not wrong in arraying the plaintiff amongst the parties to 
the suit under section 73, Act VIIL of 1859. The. plaintiff 
first sued as guardian of her daughter a minor; but finding that 
she had a personal right in the estate claimed, and that she was 
likely to be affected by the result of the suit, she applied 
to be made co-plaintiff, and her application was granted; the 
character of the suit was not changed; and as the objection 


_ is, at the best, a technical one, and the order admitting her to be 


made a party to the suit, does not affect the merits of the case, 
or the jurisdiction of the Court, I would reject it’under the 
provisions of section 360, Act VIII. of 1859. 

On the second point, which is a novel one, I am of opinion 
that the decision of the Court below is right. 

At the time of the re-marriage of the plaintiff, her son, 
Bhakat Ram, was alive, and the estate of the former husband 
of the plaintiff was vested in the said Bhakat Ram. Section 2, 
Act XV. of 1856 runs thus :—“ All rights and interests which any 
widow may have in her deceased husband’s property, by way of 
maintenance, or by inheritance to her husband, or to his lineal 
successors, or by virtue of any will or testamentary disposition 
conferring upon her, without any express permission to re-marry, 
only a limited interest in such property, with no power of alienat- 
ing the same, shall, upon her re-marriage, cease and determine 
as if she had then died, and the next heirs of her deceased hus- 
band and other persons entitled to the property on her death, 
shall thereupon succeed to the same.” 

At the time of her re-marriage, no rights and interests to either 
in the estate of her deceased husband, or in the estate of his lineal 
successor the son, had become vested in the plaintiff; therefore, 
no estate in which she had any rights and interest ceased and 
determined upon her re-marriage. After the re-marriage, the son 
died, and the estate which he inherited from his father, devolved 


1 


ka 


f 


keports, 
, 1869, 


VOL.IL] APPELLATE JURISDICTION—CIVIL. ` 203 


on the plaintiff; and under section 5 of the same Act, viz., XV. 1868 

of 1856, she does not, by reason of her re-marriage, forfeit her BORE Sura 

right. thereto. BoREAnt 
I would dismiss this special appeal with costs and interest. 


E. Jackson, J.—I agree with Mr. Justice Kemp on the first 
point argued. I would not now reverse the decision of the lower 
Court, on the ground of the amendment allowed in the plaint. 
Whether that was strictly legal or not, it is not a point affecting 
the merits of this case. I differ from my learned colleague in 
the interpretation which he puts upon Act XV. of 1856, and 
more especially upon section 2 of that Act. Ido so with some 
hesitation, as the words of the section are somewhat ambiguous. 
é Al rights and interest which any widow may have in her deceased 
husband’s property, by way of maintenance, or by inheritance - 
to her husband, or to his lineal successors shall, upon her re- 
marriage, cease and determine asif she had then died, and the 
next heirs of her deceased husband, or other persons entitled to 
the property.on her death, shall thereupon succeed to the same.” 

The plaintiff in this case is a widow and has re-married. At 
the date of her re-marriage, her deceased husband’s property had 
been inherited by his son, The son has since died, and the 
plaintiff now claims to succeed to her son’s estates. The right 
which she now claims is a right in her deceased husband’s pro- 
perty, by inheritance to his lineal successor. But it is said that 
the widow had no such right at the time of her re-marriage, 
and such right did not, therefore, cease and determine: that the 
law, in fact, alludes only to such property as the widow had inher- 
ited before her re-marriage. I think that the words of the Act 
bear a more extended signification ; and that “ upon her re-mar- 
riage” should not be read as at the date of such re-marriage, but 
with reference to such re-marriage. All right which the widow 
has in her deceased husband’s property, by inheritance to him or 
to his lineal successor, ceases by reason of her re-marriage; and 
in consequence of her re-marriage, as if she had then died, 
and, ‘therefore, that ia, when her right has ceased, the next heirs 
shall inherit. The policy of the law appears to me to be one, 


which is generally acknowledged in all society, and which is 
è 29—C 
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perhaps more especially required to be put in force in Hindu 


ATOR Sors gociety, viz. ` that the widow by re-marriage shall not take her late 


Bonmawt, 


` husband’s property away from his family, and into the hands of 
her new husband. Take the case of a joint Hindu family of 
six brothers. One of them dies, leaving a minor son and a widow. 
The minor son takes his father’s property ; his mother remains ; 
and if the minor son dies before attaining majority, he cannot 
make a will, and the result will be, if she can inherit the property, 
that thé widow being re-married, takes a share with the joint bro- 
thers of her first husband’s property, and is entitled to a share 
in the family-house and every thing that the family possesses ; 


“and to enjoy this, she will have a right to bring her new husband 


into the family. The policy of the law seems to me to be to pre- 
vent any further interference by the widow after the re-marriage 


“in her deceased husband’s property, and that the rights of the 


we 


widow in her. deceased husband’s property, cease on her re- 
marriage. Upon her re-marriage, she is to be dead to all rights 
of inheritance to her deceased husband’s property, not only dead 
at that moment to such rights as she has inherited, but dead then, 
and for the future, to all such rights. Section 3 of the Act sup- 
ports this view. The family of her deceased husband can, by 
petition to the Court, deprive the widow of even the guardianship 
of her children on her re-marriage. Section 5 of the Act seems 
to me to refer more gspecially to her new husband’s property. It 


; would include also all property left by will or as heir to any one, 


except her late husband and his lineal successors, but the widow 


- cannot, under the law, inherit from any one, except the husband 
-and his lineal successors. 


I would reverse the Judge’s decision, and dismiss the plaintiff's 
suit with all costs. , - 


Kemp, J.—Under section 16 of the Letters Patent, dated 28th 
December 1865, the appeal will be dismissed with costs and in- 
terest. 


The defendant then appealed under the 15th section of the . 
Letters Patent against the decision of KEMP, J. - 
The grounds were - 
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1, That the plaintiff should not have been allowed to amend 
her plaint. 

2. That Kuar, J. had put a wrong construction on sectons 2 
and 5 of Act XV. of 1856. : 

3. That whatever rights and interests plaintif might have 
had, by inheritance to her husband’s lineal successor, had ceased 
and determined by her re-marriage as if she had died. 


Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee and Khettra Mohan Mooher- 
Jee for appellant. 


Baboo Chandra Madhab Ghose for respondent. 
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PEAOOOK, ©. J.—It appears to me that the decision of Me > 


Justice Kemp is correct. 


The object of the Act was to remove all legal obstacles to ` 


the marriage of Hindu widows. Looking to the words of sec- 
tion 2, I am of opinion that it was not the intention of the 
Legislature to deprive a Hindu widow, upon her re-marriage, of 
any right or interest which she had not at the time of her re-mar- 
riage, The words of the section are :—‘ All rights and interests 
which any widow may have in her deceased husband’s property, 
by way of maintenance, or by inheritance to her husband, or to 


his lineal ‘successors, or by virtue of any will or testamentary. 
disposition conferring upon her, without express permission to re- ` 
marry, only a limited interest in such property with no power. 


of alienating the same, shall, upon her re-marriage, cease and de- 
termine as if she had then died; and the next heirs of her 
deceased husband, or other persons entitled to the property 
on her death, shall thereupon succeed to the same.” 

In the present case, at the time of her re-marriage, the proper- 
ty belonged to her son, and she had no right or interest in that 
property. It came to her by inheritance from her son, who died 
after her re-marriage. If the son had pleased, he might have 
given the property to his mother, notwithstanding her re-marriage, 
At the time of her re-marriage, she had no interest in her de- 
ceased husband’s property, by inheritance to her husband, or to 
his lineal successors, It could not, therefore, cease or determine 
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upon her re-marriage ; and if she had died at the time when she 


; AKOR, Sorn ye-mayried, the property would never have descended to her. 


BOREANL 


‘Section 5 to which Mr, Justice Kemp alludes, says that, 
“ except as in the three preceding sections provided, a widow 


shall not, by reason of her re-marriage, forfeit any property or 


any right to which she would otherwise be entitled; and every 
widow who has re-married, shall have the same rights of inherit- 
ance as she would have had, had such marriage been her first 
marriage.” 

The right of inheritance from her son, after her re-marriage, 
did not, as it appears to me, fall within any of the exceptions 
referred to in section 6. ; 

Our decision is in accordance with the judgment of Mr. 
Justice Kemp. That judgment is, therefore, affirmed, and this 


- appeal will be dismissed with costs. 


L. S. Jackson, J.—I concur in this judgment, although at 
first I had a certain difficulty. The words of section 2 are 
somewhat embarrassing, and the impression left on my mind is 
that the Legislature had an intention, which it has failed to carry 
out in words. I can hardly suppose that the Legislature intend- 
ed a Hindu widow to be capable of imheriting the property 
of her son, she having previously re-married, when, if she had 
re-married, while in the enjoyment of such property, she would 
have been by such re-marriage entirely divested of that property. 


’ For, although it is true that, if the son had been living at the 


time of her re-marriage, in certain circumstances, he could have 
had the option of depriving her of the succession, or confirming 
it on her, still it might, and probably would, in most instances, 
happen that at the time of re-marriage the son was an infant. 
But it is not dur province to set aside the clear meaning of the 
words of the Legislature merely for the purpose of getting rid 
of apparent inconsistencies. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Br. Justice L. S. Jackson 
and Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


PRANKRISHNA DEY ann anotune (Praintires) v. BISWAMBHAR 
SEN ann ornurs (Derenpants.)* 


Lessor and Lessee—Possession, 


Where a lessor, who had never been in possession, granted a potta of lands to 
which his title was disputed, and the, lessce was kept out of possession by the 
defendants who disputed lessor’s title, held, that the lessce could maintam his action 
for possession of the lands, and necd not make his lessor a co-plaintiff, 


_ THIS suit was instituted in the Court of the Moonsiff of 
Dewanny, by Prankrishna Dey and another, against Madhu 
Ram and seven others, also against Biswambhar Sen and Kashi 
Chandra Sen. : 

The plaintiffs sought to obtain possession of certain land which 
they claimed to hold as talookdars under a potta granted to them 
on the 4th Ashar 1228, by the two last named defendants. These, 
it was said, had imherited the zemindari title in the land from 
one Shampurna, the second wife of their grandfather Kebal 
Krishna, who died five years ago in 1223 Maghi. 

Tt was admitted that the grandfather of Biswambhar and Kashi 
Chandra and one of the defendants Durgadas held the zemindari in 
the proportion of seven annas by the former, and nine annas by 
the latter, but Durgadas maintained that neither they nor Sham- 
purna ever had possession of the lands claimed by plaintif 
Their share, it was asserted, was comprised of land situated in 
other mauzas of the taraf. This, however, was not proved; on 
the contrary it had been proved, on behalf of Biswambhar before 
the Moonsiff, that Shampurna used to receive paddy, and that 
the lands in question were measured in the names of Shampurna 
and Durgadas. 


* Appeal No. 9 of 1868, under section 15 of the Letters Patent of 28th December 
1865, against a judgment of Mr. Justice Loch prevailing against that of Mr. 
Justice Mitter, dated the 26th May 1868, in Special Appeal No. 2282 of 1867, 
from a decree of gle Additional Judge of Chittagong, dated the 28th June 1867, 
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Durgadas was able to point out the mauzas in which, as 


= he asserted, Kebal’s 7-anna share was situated. It appeared 


Die aan 


that the land in question belonged to Kashi Chandra, Biswam- 
bhar’s maternal grandfather Kebal Krishna, and it was proved 
that, after the death.of Kebal’s widow Shampurna, the defend- 
ants Kashi and Biswambhar were the rightful heirs according to 
Hindu law: and it was admitted by these heirs that they gave 
plaintiff a talook of the land, and that the defendants had not 
divided their former possession ; and on those grounds “it was 
decreed that the plaintiffs should get joint possession with defend- 
ant Durgadas of the land of their talook hereby confirmed.” 

From this decision defendant Durgadas appealed to the Judge 
of Chittagong, who reversed the Moonsiff’s decision, and dis- 
missed the plaintiffs suit, on the ground that his lessors had never 
been in possession, and that the lessors could not, by asuit of this 
kind brought through a so-called tenant, and for property of a 
comparatively trifling value, obtain a decision on the question 
of their title as heirs to the property which the appellant 
Durgadas alleged to be worth 50,000 Rs. In support of this 
view, the Judge relied on the case of Dinomonee Banerjee v. 
Gyrutoollah Khan. (1). 

The plaintiffs Prankrishna Dey and Ram Manikya Dey then 
appealed to the High Court. The Judges of the Divisional 
Bench, Locu and MITTER, J. J., differed in opinion, and the 
present appeal was from the decision of the senior Judge (Loon J.) 
which prevailed :— 


Loon, J.—The question before us in special appeal is, whether 
a lessee, whose lessors have never been in possession of the lands 
comprised in the lease, can bring an action to establish the title 
of his lessors, who are made by him co-defendants in the suit 
along with the defendants in possession. 

There is a case, Dinomonee Banerjee v. Gyrutoollah Khan (1) 
(Trevor and CAMPBELL, J. J.), which ruled that it was not 
competent to a superior holder, by the grant of that which is not 
in his possession to give opportunity to a party, to raise the 


(1) 2 W. R., 188, 
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question of his title, and have it indirectly decided. In order to 
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enable a lessee to defend any action, his grantor must be in See ae 


possession at the time of the grant; otherwise a suit for possession, . 


at the tenant’s instance alone, cannot be supported. 

It appears to me that this judgment lays down a correct 
principle. The lessors might be plaintiffs with their lessees, 
and bring a joint action for possession; but if they be made 
defendants by him, the substantial defendant in possession can- 
not plead limitation against them. Any finding on the pomt 
of limitation in such a suit, would not be conclusive against the 
lessors, who, in fact, are collusively introduced into the case as 
defendants, in order to support the claim of their lessee, by 
admitting the execution of the lease to him by them. I would, 
therefore, confirm the ‘order of the Judge, and dismiss this 
appeal with costs. 


MITTER, J.—I am extremely sorry to differ from my learned 
colleague in this case. It appears to me that the mere fact of the 
lessors of the plaintiffs, not having been in possession of the lands 
in dispute at the time when the talookdari lease was granted to 
them, is not an all-sufficient reason for the dismissal of the suit, 
If the lessors of the plaintiffs have got a good title to these lands, 
and that title is not barred by limitation, I do not find any rea- 
gon why the plaintiffs should not be permitted to maintain this 
action. Every person has a right to sue for the protection of his 
own interest; and if, for the determination of those interests, it 
becomes necessary to enquire into the title of the person through 
whom he claims, the Court is bound to make the enquiry. The 
decision of this Court that has been referred to by the Judge 
below, is certainly in support of his view; but with the utmost 
deference to the learned Judges who passed that decision, I am 
constrained to say that I cannot subscribe to the doctrine laid 
down therein. Properly speaking, the lessors of the plaintiffs 
ought to.have been made co-plaintiffs, instead of being made 
defendants in the cause; and I think that the lower appellate 
Court might have rectified this error, by placing them in the 
former position under the provisions of section 73 of the Code. 


At any rate I am of opinion that the suit ought not to have 
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1868 been dismissed altogether, inasmuch as I think that the plaintiffs À 
PRAMKRISHNA are competent by themselves to maintain it. I would, therefore, 
v. remand this case for fresh decision. ' ? 
BiswAMBHAR . 
BEN. 
Baboo Srinath Doss for appellants. 
Baboo Ashutosh Chatterjee for respondents. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Peacock, C. J.—We think that the reasons given by Mr: 

Justice Dwarkanath Mitter in this case are quite correct. The 
lease gave to the plaintif a right of possession, assuming that 
the lessors had a right of possession, but were not in possession. 
If they transferred the right which they had to the lessee, and 
the lessee was kept out of possession by the defendants, the lessee 
had a right of suit against the defendants to recover the posses- 
sion from him. If the lessors had no right of possession, as for 
instance, if they were barred by limitation, they could not con- 
vey to the plaintiff that to which they themselves were not en- 
titled, and the suit would, of course, fail on the ground that the 
lessors had nothing which they could convey. 
Jt is said that the lessors ought to have been made co-plaint- 
iffs, but the Court cannot compel a man to become a plaintiff 
against his will. The judgment of the senior Judge appealed 
from is reversed, and the case is remanded to the lower appel- 
‘late Court to be tried on the merits. We express no opinion as 
to whether, under the circumstances, the plaintiff is entitled to a 
-decree against the lessors. His object is to obtain possession 
from those who keep him out of possession. 

The appellants will be declared entitled to the costs of the 
appeal to the Division Bench and the costs of this appeal. 
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Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


SRIDHAR_NANDI (Derexpanr) v BRAJA NATH KUNDU CHOW- 
DRY and orazrRs (PLAINTIEFS.)* 


Onus Probandi—Lakhiraj—Enhancement of Rent. 


Tho suit was for enhancement of rent, The defendant sct up that certain plots 
of land, rent of which was sought to be enhanced, were lakhiraj, and therefore not 
liable to pay rent. 

Held, that the onus was not upon the defendant to prove the land was lakhiraj, but 
upon the plaintiff to prove that the land was mål, or rent-paying. 

Semble.—The Courts are accustomed to require some primå facie evidenco from 
defendants raising such defence, that they hold some lakhiraj lands. 


Baboo Ramanath Bose for appellant. 


Baboos Tara Prasanna Mookerjec, Sham Lal Mittra, and 
Mahendra Lal Seal foc respondents. 


Tue facts of the case fully appear in the judgment of the Court 
which was delivered by 


E. JACKSON, J.—This appeal only refers to certain plots of 
land which the defendant has alleged to be Jakhiraj, and for 
which he, therefore, contends that the plaintiffs suit for enhance- 
ment of rent should be dismissed. In support of his plea that 
the land is lakhiraj, he has put in his taidad and kabalas: the 
Judge finds that these ‘are not even primå facie evidence of a 
lakhiraj title, that the onus of proving that these lands are 
lakhivaj is upon the defendant, and that it is for him to prove 
that these lands are not included within the tenure which the 
defendant held from the plaintiff. To each of these points the 
special appeal relates. We are of opinion, as we have already 
stated in several other decisions, that the Judge is wrong on all 
three points. It is not for the defendant to show that this land 
is not included within the mål tenure; the onus is not upon the 


* Special Appeal No. 1760 of 1868, from a decreo of the Judge of Hooghly, 
dated 27th March 1868, modifying a decree of the Deputy Collector of that district, 
dated tho 31st July 1867. 
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‘ 


1868 defendant to prove that these lands are lakhiraj ; the onus is upon 


Sriman the plaintiff, as it has been frequently stated in numerous deci- ` 


Naor 


Pee sions of this Court; the onus is on the plaintiff to prove that 

Kuspo Cuow- t these lands are mål lands, and that they have been paying rent. 

~ At the same time, to prevent the ryots from merely setting up 
this plea without any evidence at all that they hold any lakhiraj 
lands, the Courts have been ‘accustomed to require the defend- 
ants to show, by some primd facie evidence, that they do hold 
lakhiraj lands. 

In this case the defendant has put in kabalas and extracts from 

the lakhiraj register, which are such sufficient primd facie evi- 
dence as is required. We think the Judge is wrong in saying 
that it is not primé facie evidence; and it is evident from the 
reasons that the Judge gives for so holding, that he makes no 
distinction between primé facie evidence and complete and con- 
clusive evidence. 
' We are obliged, therefore, to reverse the decision of the Judge 
in this suit, in so far as it affects the lands which the defendant 
claims as lakhiraj; and as it appears from the decision of: the 
Judge that the plaintiff has not proved that these lands are máz, 
we decree this appeal, and dismiss the plaintiff’s suit as far as 
it refers to these lands. 


Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


COLVIN, COWIE, anp orugns (PLaintirrs) v. Mrs. BARBARA OWEN 
Sony. 3. JULIA ELIAS AND OTHERS (Derenpants.)? 
pee ay Plaint—Act VIII. of 1859, s. 246—Claim— Declaratory Decree. 

An Appellate Court is competent at any stage to allow objections to be taken 
to an apparent defect in the plaint. 

Held, that a party against whom an order has been obtained under section 246, 
Act VIL of 1859, must, if he sue for its reversal, assert substantially the same 
right as that which has been contended for in the execution. 

Held, by Jaoxson, J., that in a suit for declaration of title, defendants must have 
given a cause of action, by impugning it antecedently to plaint filed even though their 
written statement be hoatile. 


The Advocate-General and Baboo Ashutosh Dhur for aaa 


lants. 


* Special Appeal, No 2204 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of East Burdwan, 
dated the 21st May 1868, reversing a dociec of the Principal Sudder Ameen of 
that district, dated the 19th February 1868. 
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Cotyiy, Cowi1z 
ARD OTHERS 


The facts of the case and ihe arguments of counsel sufficiently ey OP 
appear in the judgment of the Court delivered by OWEN JULIA 


JACKSON, J.—This was a suit, on the part of the Land 
Mortgage Bank, as described in both the lower Courts, for the 
establishment of a putni right, that is, as I take it, for a 
declaration of the plaintiffs’ putni right in the property sued for, 
by setting aside an order admitting a claim, which was a claim 
preferred and disposed of by the Court under section 246 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure in execution of a decree obtained 
by the Land Mortgage Bank. It appears that the Bank had 

e taken a mortgage of putni talook obtained by Chandra Kant 
Chuckerbutty from Mrs. Elias, and had recovered two decrees 
against the mortgagor,—one for rent, and another for the sum 
advanced upon the mortgage; that, in execution of the rent-decree, 
the Bank had obtained an attachment of the property in dispute, 
which consists of a two-storied house in one of the villages 
comprised in the putni, with a garden in which the ‘house is 
situated ; and that, in attaching the property, it was described as 
the lakhiraj property of the judgment-debtor. Thereupon the 
zemindar, Mrs. Elias, presented a petition of claim, alleging the 
property to be in her possession as her hereditary lakhiraj. 
That claim was allowed, and the present suit was brought within 
one year of such allowance, upon a new allegation that the 
house and garden were comprised within the putni granted to 
Chandra Kant, and upon which the Bank held a mortgage. The 
plaintiffs asked for a declaration of their title as mortgagees of 
the putni and asked for a reversal of the order passed under 
section 246, : 

The suit was tried in the Court of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen, who considered that the putni did comprehend the 
premises and garden in question, and gave the plaintiffs a decree. 
On appeal to the Zilla Court, the Judge considered, both upon 
the terms of the putni, and also upon a consideration of the 
conduct of the parties, and all the circumstances of the case, 
that the plaintiffs had not succeeded in proving that the putni 
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1869 on wbich they held the mortgage included the disputed house and - 
Com, Cow warden; and that, consequently, the plaintiffs were not entitled 
Mrs. Finnan 1 2 decree declaring the same to be included in the putni. 

Ows Jua Against this decision the plaintiffs have appealed specially: 
They contend, first, that the Judge has wrongly construed the 
putni potta; and, secondly, that the Judge has omitted to con- 
sider a certain letter of Mrs. Elias to the lessee, Chandra Kant, 
whereby there has been a defect in the investigation which has 
produced an error in the decision on the merits. 

Mr. Paul, who appeared for the respondent, has argued the 
negative of these propositions, and has also contended that in 
point of fact the plaintiffs in this case had no cause of action, 
and that, however the question of title may stand, the plaint, as 
it was framed, ought to have been dismissed. . 

Speaking for myself, I am inclined to think that the latter 
contention of Mr. Paul has considerable force; and if it were 
necessary for the purposes of this case, I should be inclined 
to hold that there was no cause of action, and the suit 
ought to be dismissed, although that point is now taken 
before us for the first time in the proceedings. It is a defect 
apparent in the plaint, and one which the Court of first 
instance ought of itself to have taken up, and which, therefore, the 
‘Appellate Court in any stage, is, I think, competent to act upon. 
It will be observed that the suit is described doubly : first, as a 
suit for a declaration of title; and, secondly, as a suit to get rid 
of an order passed under section 246. Looking at the nature 
of the claim set up in the execution proceedings as compared 
with the title now set up by the plaintiffs, the learned Advocate 
General, who appeared for the special appellant, felt the difficulty 
of contending that this was really a suit such as is provided for 
in the concluding clause of section 246, namely, a suit to establish 
the right of the party unsuccessful under that section. It was, I 
think, fairly admitted that the right to be established in such'e 
suit must be, substantially, the same right as that for which the 
party had contended in the execution. The learned Advocate 
General, therefore, desired to set aside that portion of the plaint, 
and to deal with the suit as simply a declaratory suit; and if the 
suit is so regarded, it immediately becomes of importance to — 
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ascertain whether there was any cause of action such as entitled 
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the plaintiffs to the declaration which they sought. It seems to Couvm, Cowie 


me there was no such cause, because the defendant had never, gee 


ND OTTERS 


Mas. again 


any act of his, impugned or disturbed the title which the plain- Owns Jou 


tiffs are setting up in the present suit. Indeed, I may add that 
the defendant did not commit any act prejudicial to the plaintiffs 
title. All that she did was to oppose and dispute the allegation 
on the part of the plaintiffs that they were entitled to sell this 
property by reason of its being the lakhiraj property of the 
judgment-debtor; and it may very well be that, if the plaintiff 
had sought in those proceedings to sell this property as being 
comprised within the putni, the defendant would not have 
opposed that application. It has been held in a former case 
Kenaram Chucherbutty v. Lenonath Panda (1), with my entire 
concurrence, that the answer of the defendant to a suit of this 
nature, though it may be hostile to the plaintiff, will not give the 
plaintiff a cause of action, or justify the bringing of the suit; and 
I should hold that, to justify the institution of the suit, the hostile 
act of the defendants must be antecedent to the filing of the 
plaint, and not subsequent to it. 

Although I take this view of the case, it is not necessary to 
decide it on that ground; and, in fact, I prefer to decide on the 
merits, Although, undoubtedly, the Judge has adverted to other 
considerations, I think there can be no doubt that he has looked 
at the conduct of the parties, and the whole of the evidence in the 
cause. We are bound to assume that he has done so, and we 
are specially bound to do so, when the particular evidence 
referred to is one which has been commented upon by the Judge, 
of the Court below. It is not in the least likely that such 
evidence should have escaped the Judge’s attention, nor is it to 
be presumed that he has failed to give proper weight to the 


‘observations of the lower Court upon that evidence. That being 


so, we should not be competent to set aside the verdict of the 
lower Appellate Court upon the facts of the case. But I may 
go further and say that, so far as we are at liberty to look at the 
evidence on the record, the Judge has come to a correct con- 
clusion. 

(1) 9 W. R., 325, 
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The terms of the putni potta, I think, are not such as we 
ought to construe as a demise of the premises in dispute; and 
if the putni potta be not explicit upon this point, I certainly 
think that we ought not to draw any conclusion favorable to the 


. plaintiffs upon letters and proceedings of so ambiguous’a nature 
as those upon which they rely, especially when it is considered ~ 


that the suit is not one to recover possession, but to obtain a 
declaration of an abstract title. 

I think that, before a Court of Justice could give the plain- 
tiffs a decree of that nature, it ought to be quite clear that the 
defendant had really included the premises in dispute in the case 
which she granted. On all these considerations, therefore, I 
think that the decision of the lower Appellate Court must be 
affirmed with costs. 


Hosnovse, J.—I think that on the grounds taken by the 


special appellant in this case, we cannot admit the special 
appeal; because, as Mr. Justice Jackson has put it, I think 
that we cannot say, on the first ground taken, that the lower 
Appellate Court has not rightly construed the putni potta. 
Neither can we, on the second ground, say that the Judge 
has omitted to consider the letter in question, or the conduct of 
the ‘parties as set forth by that letter; for, by the other proceed- 
ings on the record, we find that the Judgé expressly men- 
tions that letter, and that, in another part of his judgment, he 
expressly comments upon the conduct of the parties, namely, 
upon the conduct of the present plaintiffs in the execution 
proceedings for the money-decree. In this view I concur in 
dismissing the special appeal with costs. 

I refrain from giving any opinion upon the point taken in 


cross-appeal by Mr. Paul, for upon that point I am not quite 


sure that I can agree with Mr. Justice Jackson. 


~ B; 
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Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr, Justice Hobhouse. 


Ly THE MATTER OF THE Petition or MAHARAJA DHIRAJ MAHTAB 
CHAND BAHADUR, or Burpwan.* 


Superintendence—24 and 25 Vict. c. 104, s. 15—High Court—Jurisdiction. 
£ (d 


A claim was disallowed to certain property which had been attached in execution 
of a decree. The property was sold ; and after satisfaction of the decree, it was 
ordored that the surplus-proceeds should be rateably distributed among other judg- 
ment-creditors who had subsequently attached. On the application of the unsuc- 
cesaful claimant again preferring his claim to the property, the Principal Sudder 
Ameen made another order, ‘setting aside the previous order for distribution, so 
far as it affected some of the creditors. Held, that the Principal Sudder Ameon had 
no jurisdiction to make the latter order. The High Court would, therefore, interfere 
to set it aside under its general power of superintendence. 


Baboo Chandra Madhab Ghose, on behalf of the Maharaja of | 


Burdwan, moved to make absolute a rule nisi granted on the 
Maharaja’s petition, which stated as follows :— 

“That your petitioner obtained decrees against the above 
debtors (Baikantnath Mullick and Amritalal Mullick) on Ist 
July 1845. That in execution of decrees Nos. 160 and 161, in 
favor of Anandmayi and Hiralal Seal and others respectively, 
the interest of the above judgment-debtors in Lots Sherpore and 
Basantpore was attached; and although objection was offered 
to the sale thereof, upon the ground of the properties being 
dewattra, the opposition was overruled on 22nd April 1867, and 
the sale took place on 12th July 1867. 

“In the meantime, but subsequent to the aforesaid attachment, 
certain other decree-holders attached the same properties in exe- 
cution of their decrees. 

c That subsequent to the sale, your petitioner and Hiralal and 
others and Hafizooddin (in Nos. 68 and 138), as also certain other 
decree-holders, attached the surplus sale proceeds in execution of 
their respective decrees. 

« That the Principal Sudder Ameen of Hooghly, on the 17th 
August 1867 last, ordered that Anandmayi and Hiralal and others, 


* Motion Case No. 725 of 1868, against the order of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
of Hooghly, dated the 30th November 1867, 
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decree-holders in Nos. 160 and- 161, being the parties who first 
attached the properties, should be in the first place fully satis- 
fied out of the sale proceeds. 

“ That subsequently on 20th November last, fhe Principal 
Sudder Ameen directed that the other decree-holders, who had 
also attached the properties sold, should be satisfied out of the 
remaining surplus sale proceeds to the full extent of their re- 
spective decrees, and that the money left after such satisfaction, - 
should be rateably distributed amongst your petitioner and other 
decree-holders, including Hiralal Seal and others and ue 
ooddin. 

“That on the 30th November last, the Principal Suder 
Ameen, by a proceeding held, made a rateable division, in accord- 
ance with his order of 20th November. 
~ “© That subsequently the objectors aforesaid objected to the 
said money being applied to the payment of the decrees of your 
petitioner and others, upon the ground that the properties sold 
being dewattra, the sale proceeds could not be applied towards 


_ the satisfaction of personal debts. 


“That the Principal Sudder Ameen, on the 13th March 1868, 
raised anew the same question”that had been finally decided on 
22nd April 1867; and holding the lands to be dewattra, ordered 
the money to be applied to the satisfaction of the decrees of 
Hiralal Seal and Hafizooddin above named in (Nos. 68 and 138) 
those decrees being for contribution of Government revenue, 
and therefore being not in his opinion for personal debts.” 

The rule was issued against Hiralal Seal and others to shew 
cause why the order of the Principal Sudder Ameen, dated 13th 
March 1868, should not be set aside, and the order of the 30th 
November 1867 should not be restored. 

In moving to make the rule absolute, Baboo Chandra Madhab 
Ghose contended that the order of the Principal Sudder Ameen 
of the 13th March was clearly without jurisdiction, and also 
illegal on the face of it. The order that had been made by 
him on the 20th November, was a legal and proper order under 
section 271 of the Procedure Code; that order could not be 
revoked or set aside at the instance of a third party. The only 
sections in Act VIII. of 1859, under which a third party was 
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allowed to intervene during execution, were sections 246 and 230, 1869 
neither of which applied to this case; after sale a third party Dr Tne mar- 
TER OF TIME 
could be heard. iced or 
Mr. Allan (with him Baboo Ashutosh Dhur), on behalf of Diinay MAH- 


TAB CHAND 


Hiralal Seal, contended that the sale proceeds of Lot Sherpore Banapur or 
represented the property itself. The third party had, therefore, PU"?¥4™ 
every right to intervene under section 246, and to claim the money ` 

as co-trustees of the religious endowment. The High Court had 

nothing, whatever, to do with the legality or illegality of the order 
complained of. There was no appeal to this Court against an 

order under section 271, and this was not of a class of cases in 

which the Court, under section 15 of the Charter Act, is autho- 

rized to interfere. 


Baboos Nalit Chandra Sen and Rashbehari Ghose for Deben- 
dranath Mullick and others. 


Baboo Jagadanand Mookerjee in reply.— When once a sale 
takes place, there is no section under which a third party can 
intervene, and there is no option left to the Court, but to make’ 
an order under section 271 during the proceeds of sale between 
the several decree-holders. The Principal Sudder Ameen has, 
therefore, acted wholly without jurisdiction. 


Barer, J.—This is an application to set aside an order of 
the Principal Sudder Ameen of Hooghly, by which the Maha- 
raja of Burdwan, as a decree-holder, was prohibited from sharing 
in certain sale proceeds in Court in execution of a decree. 

The first ground for the. application is that the Principal Sudder 
Ameen acted without jurisdiction, in ordering, on the application 


. of a third party, that certain sale proceeds which he had already 


directed to be rateably distributed among certain decree-holders, 
should be withheld from one of those decree-holders, viz., the 
Maharaja of Burdwan; and that in this view, the order of 
the Principal Sudder Ameen, being without jurisdiction, should 
be set aside. 

The second ground is that the proceedings of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen are opposed to the provisions of sections 270 and 
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In THE 3T- get aside as illegal. 


TER OF THE 
PETITION OF 


I am of opinion that the first tennd, viz., that the Principal 


Manarags 
Damas Mar- Sudder Ameen acted without jurisdiction ig correct, and that, 


TAB 
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therefore, it is not necessary to go into the second point at all as 
a matter for judicial decision. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen specified the decree-holders as 
being of three classes: the first class consisted of decree-holders 
of decrees Nos. 160 and 161, Anandmayi and another; the second 
class of other decree-holders who had attached the same pro- 
perty; and the third class consisted of the Mana aja of Buwudwan 
and Hiralal Seal and another. 

On the attachment of the property (lot Sherpore d another) 
by the decree-holders of the first class, viz. Anandmayi and 
others, certain parties, Debendra Nath and Rajendra Nath, came 
in as claimants, urging that the lands were dewattra and as such, 
could not be sold in execution of the decree. The objection was 
overruled on the ground that the petition was too late; and on the 
12th July 1867, the sale of the property took place. 

Subsequently, on the 17th August 1867, the Principal Sudder 
Ameen ordered that the decree-holders of the first class being 
parties who first attached the property, should be first satisfied 
out of the sale proceeds. 

On the 20th November 1867, the Principal Sudder Ameen 
again directed that the second class of decree-holders who had 
also attached the properties, should be also satisfied out of the 
remaining surplus sale proceeds; and, accordingly on the 30th 
November 1867, an order was passed for a rateable distribution 
of the'surplus-proceeds among the several decree-holders, 

Thereupon Dabendra Nath and Rajendra Nath again repeated 
their claim to the land, on the ground that they were co-trustees 


of the land as dewattra (endowed land), and the Principal Sudder ` 


Ameen held that the decree of Hiralal Seal being one for 
recovery by contribution on account of payments of Government 
revenue for others, he was entitled to share rateably in the sale 
proceeds, bat the Principal Sudder Ameen held that, as the 
Maharaja of Burdwan had only an ordinary money-decree, he 
could not be allowed to share in the same. 
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I think that the Principal Sudder Ameen had no jurisdiction __ 1889 ` 


to make this.order; because, although a third party may claim 7*77= mar. 
before sale, both moveable and immoveable property, under [PtTioN or 
section 246, Act VIII. of 1859, still section 230 prohibits such Damas Man- 
party from claiming immoveable property after sale in execution, Ban. een oe 

I had some doubts as to whether, with reference to the frequent 
rulings by this Court that the sale-proceeds represent landed .- 
property sold in another shape, the claim might not be considered 
as against land, but I think it is clear that the land is changed 
into money by the process of sale; and that for the purpose of 
execution, the proceeds are to be treated as moveable property 
or money in its ordinary shape. 

I also think that the Principal Sudder Ameen acted without 

e jurisdiction, having once passed an order on the 20th November 
that the surplus proceeds be rateably distributed among the 
several decree-holders remaining to be satisfied, viz., Hiralal 
Seal and the Maharaja of Burdwan, and then having set aside 
and acted contrary to that order, on the mere motion of the third 
party, without first admitting a review of that previous order. 

I am of opinion that, excepting in some special case of obvions 
and gross illegality, we cannot be called upon to exercise the 
extraordinary powers given us by section 15 of the Charter 
Act, as if they were ordinary powers of appeal; but as this 
question does not directly arise now that the case is decided on 
the point of jurisdiction, I need not go further into that question. 

For the reasons stated above, I think that the order of the 
Principal Sudder Ameen should be set aside as passed without 
jurisdiction, and that the rule ongui to be made absolute with 


costs, 


Hosnovuseg, J.—The only facts which seem to me material in 
this case are these, viz. that on the 12th July 1867, certain pro- 
perties of a certain judgment-debtor were sold, and that, there- 
afler, the surplus-proceeds of such sale were held in Court to, be 
distributed among certain judgment-creditors, Certain of those 
creditors were satisfied in full; and by an order of the 20th 
November 1867, the Principal Sudder Ameen directed that the 
balance which remained should be distributed among the remain- 
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ing creditors; and on the 30th November, made an order for a 
rateable distribution of the proceeds among those creditors, one 
of them being the Raja of Burdwan, the petitioner before us, 
and the other Hiralal Seal and others, who ‘have been called 
upon to shew cause against the rule. 

Having passed the order of the 30th November 1867, which, 
I may remark, was an order strictly within the provisions of 


.section 271 of the Civil Procedure Code, the Principal Sudder 


Ameen, on the 13th March 1868, entertained and admitted the 
objections of certain persons not parties to, the original suit, 
who set up a claim to the surplus-proceeds in question, on the 
ground that they were the proceeds of a dewattra mehal, of 
which they were co-trustees ; and in its order the Court refused 
to allow the petitioner, the Maharaja, to participate in the 
surplus-proceeds, which, in its previous order, the Court had 
directed to be distributed to the said Raja rateably. 

The petitioner before us now prays that this order of the 
13th March 1868 be set aside, as having been passed without 


* jurisdiction. He also says that the order is manifestly illegal 


on the face of it; and that on this ground also, we should, under 
the provisions of section 15 of the Charter Act, set aside the 
order. 

I agree with Mr. Justice Bayley that the order was without 
jurisdiction, and it is not necessary, and I do not therefore go into 
the second point as regards the illegality of the order. 

It seems to me that, in execution of a decree, the only parties 
that are before the Court, and over whom the Court has jurisdic- 
tion, are primarily the judgment-creditor and the judgment-debtor; 
and that if any third party wishes to intervene and to have any 
rights of his decided in reference to the property disposed of as 


between the judgment-creditor and the judgment-debtor, he can ` 


only come in under certain specific provisions of law. One of these 
provisions is to be found in section 246, and another in section 
230, of the Code of Civil Procedure; but it is not, and it cannot 
be for a moment contended that the third party in this instance 
was a party who claimed to be heard under either of those pro- 
visions, for the one applies strictly to property under attach- 
ment and before sale, and the other to immoveable property only. 
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It seems to me then that, when a claimant can only be allowed 1869 
to come in under certain provisions of the law, a person who Te ie atan 
appears, on behalf of that claimant, must shew that he has a Terion OF 
right to be heard; and in this case he has not been ablet#o do so. Dirag Mai- 
The order of the Principal Sudder Ameen of the 30th Novem- Been a 
ber 1867, was strictly a legal order, and could only be disputed, PENEN 
if it could be disputed at all in review. When, therefore, the 
Principal Sudder Ameen virtually set aside the order on the e 
claim of a third person who had no legal standing before him, 


he usurped a jurisdiction which the law does not give him. 


I think therefore that this rule ought to be made absolute 
with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


TARIF BISWAS AND ANOTHER (JUDGMENT-DEBTORS) v. KALIDAS 
BANERJEE AND OTHERS ( DRORER-ROLDERS).* 1869 


Kisibandi—Execution of Decree. z 


Where a judgment-debtor execntcd a kistbandi or instalment bond, providing 
for the satisfaction of the decree which had been obtained against him, and subse- 
quently failed to pay according to the terms of the kistbandi, held, that the 
decrec-holder could enforce his clnim under the terms of kistbandi by proceedings 
in execution, and need not file a fiesh suit. 


THIS was, a suit to execute’ a decree upon the terms of the 
kistbandi hereunder given. The facts appear on the face of 
the document and the decision of the High Court:— 


To the High in Dignity SARBA CHANDRA BANDOPADHYA. 


I, Sankar Biswas, indite this judgment instalment bond (kist- 
bandi) in the year 1260. You have applied for the execution 
of a decree dated 5th November 1853 for the recovery of rupees ` 
161-6, besides costs, against me in the Court of the Moonsiff 
of Hanskhali; now by way of compromise, I have settled to pay 
you 166 rupees 12 annas, inclusive of costs, upon the security 
(mal zamin) of Tarif and Jarif of Patika Bati. 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal No. 471 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating 
Judge of Nuddea, dated the 2nd July 1868, affirming a decree of the Sudder Moon- 
sif of that district, dated the 8th August 1867. 
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The beal of the Sudder Ameen’s Court appears on the back of 


` Tame Brswas the document. Whenever I make any payment, I shall have it 


Karibas 
BANERJER, 


recorded on the back of this judgment bond. Whatever will be 


- recorde@#on the back of this kistbandi, I shall admit. I shall 


not claim in respect of any payment which shall not be recorded 
on the back of this kistbandi. If I do, it shall be null and 
void. If I fail to pay according to the instalments, you shall 
recover the amount, with interest, under this judgment kistbandi 
(instalment bend) and mal zamini _ (security) as. by execution 


of a decree. 
3 


Baboo Khettra Mohan Mookerjee for appellants. he 
Baboo Banshidhar Sen for respondents. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Locu, J.—The ancestors of the respondents in this case ob- 
tained a decree against the appellants’ ancestor, who, on 24th 
June 1853, executed a kistbandi, agreeing to pay the amount 
of the decree by certain instalments; Tarif and Jarif, the 
appellants before the Court, being sureties for the due performance 
of the terms of the kistbandi. One of the terms of that docu-- 
ment was to the effect that, if the debtors failed to make payment 
as agreed upon, the decree-holder was to take out execution of 
the kistbandi. On this document and the surety bond being 
filed in Court by the parties concerned, the execution proceedings 
were struck off the-file. 

The decree-holder at different times proceeded to enforce his 
claim under the terms of the kistbandi and, in the last endeavor 
to realize the sum due to him, attached certain property belonging 


’ to his debtor, which was advertised for sale, when the sureties filed 
objections to further proceedings in execution. These objections 


', were heard and rejected by both the lower Courts, and a special 


appeal has been filed in this Court. 

The grounds taken before us are, 1st, that, if the debtor failed 
to pay the debt according to the terms of the kistbandi, the 
decree-holder should have taken out execution of his decree; for 
the law does not permit execution to be taken on a kistbandi, but 
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only on a decree; and if the judgment-creditor wished to recov- 
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er under the terms of the kistbandi, he must bring a fresh suit Tare Biswas 
Kar 


for that purpose, and a judgment of this Court of Ist March 1867, 
in Aghore Chunder Mookerjee v. Wooma Soonderee Debea (1), 
is quoted in support of this averment; 2nd, it is pleaded that 
execution is barred by limitation. 


The judgment-creditor in this case could not, as supposed 
by the appellant’s pleader, now execute his decree; for the kist- 
bandi entered into between him, and the debtor is in substitution 
for that decree, and he can only proceed on the terms of his new 
contract, which was entered into by the parties in the presence, 
and with the sanction, of the Court making the decree, The 
kistbandi was for the benefit of the debtor, and we think he 
cannot, on his failing to carry out its terms, turn round upon his 
creditor, and require him to recommence a course of litigation to 
recover what has already been decreed to him. Nor does the 
judgment quoted above support the view taken by the appellants’ 
vakeel ; for in that case the terms of the contract were that, if the 
debtor failed to pay, the creditor might enforce his decree. 
There are two other cases which go dead against the appellants : 
one is Anund Chander Mozoomdar v. Goburdhun Khan (2); 
and the other is Dwarka Nath Sadhookhan v. Doorga Churn 
Saha (8). The judgments in these cases should, I think, be 
followed in the present. 


The plea of limitation must fail, as the lower Courts have 
found that the steps taken by the decree-holder to enforce pay- 
ment of his decree were Lond fide, and this is a finding of fact. 


A preliminary objection to hearing this appeal was raised to 
the effect that, as the amount in dispute was for a sum under 
Rs. 500, and the case was one of a Small Cause Court nature, no 
special appeal could, under the terms of section 27, Act XXIII. 


of 1861, be admitted. We must decide the objection against the 


respondent, for we have not the decree before us, and the kist- 
bandi is silent as to the nature of the debt to which it relates. 


We dismiss the special appeal with costs. 


Q) 7 W. R., 217. i (3) 6 W. B., B. C., C. Ref., 1. 
(2) 5 W. R, 8. Q C. Ref, 19. 
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Before Mr, Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 


1869 ` PYARI MOHAN MOOKERJEE (Prrrriongr) v. KINA BEWA 
Feby. 3e (Orrosrre Parry.)* 


Stamp—Act XXVI. of 1867—Act X. of 1859,—8. 26, 


An application under section 25, Act X. of 1859, for the assistance of the Collector 
in ejecting a 1 yot, is not a suit ; and, therefore, the Revenue Courts should receive such 
petitions engrossed on a Stump Paper of the value of cight annas. 


Baboo Mahendra Lal Shome for petitioner. $ 
Tue facts sufficiently appear in the judgment of the Court, 
which was delivered by. 


Jackson, J.—This is an application on behalf of Pyari Mohan . 
Mookerjee, for a precept or order of this Court, directing the 
- Deputy Collector of Serampore to receive upon a stamp paper 
' of the value of 8 annas, an application made under section 26 
of Act X. of 1859, for the assistance of the Collector in ejecting a 
ryot. It appears that such an application was presented by the 
petitioner to the Deputy Collector upon a stamp of 2 rupees, 
The Deputy Collector referring to a Circular Order of the Board 
of Revenue issued in September 1867, observes that such appli- 
cations were to be deemed plaints ; and he, accordingly, considered. 
that the application im question required a stamp of 8 rupees, 
and refused to receive the application unless that amount of 

stamp duty were made up. 

I observe that the Board of Revenue in the Circular Order in 
G question directed that such applications as this were to be deemed. 
-plaints until the question should be otherwise judicially deter- 
mined.” I find that in Phillip v. Shibnath Maitra (1), a 
Full Bench of this Court expressly held that applications of this 
nature were not suits, consequently this point has been already 


* Motion, No. 90 of 1869, from an order of the Collector of Hooghly, arming 
an order of the Deputy Collector of Serampore, dated the 28th December 1868. 


(1) Case No. 7 of 1862; Ist July 1863. e 
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decided judicially. The Board of Revenis probably were not 78 _ 
Prari Monax 
aware that such was the case. ` Mooxgnsin 

And I see nothing in Act XXVI. of 1867, the new Stamp Kia Bewa. 
Act, which at all affects the ruling of the Full Bench upon 
this point. The Schedule B annexed to that Act does not lay. 
down any new rule as to what are to be considered plaints, and 
what applications. In fact, as pointed out by the vakeel of the 
petitioner, the words relating to this subject in the Schedule 
annexed to Act XXVI. correspond exactly with those in fhe 
Schedule annexed to Act X. of 1862. 

I think? therefore, that the Revenue Courts ought to receive 
such applications, as the present one, upon a stamp of 8 annas, 
We think it probable that on being made aware of the opinion of 
this Court on the matter, the Deputy Collector will be prepared 
to receive the application. But if the Revenue Courts should, 


. after further consideration, still decline to receive the applica- 


tion otherwise than on stamp paper of the value required for 
plaints, the petitioner may renew his application to us; and we 
shall be prepared to make such further order in the matter as may 
be necessary under our powers of superintendence. 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 
RANI SHAMASUNDARI DEBI (onn or rme Derenpaxrs) v, DUKHU 


MANDAL ann ornens (PuArIntirrs).* Fety, a 
Master and Servant— Trespass. 

The appellant, having obtained a decree for khas possession of a share in w “ 
zomindari, had refused to recognise the ryots whom the farmers under her < 
co-sharers had settled in the estate ; and her servants cut and carried oa the eropa 
of these ryots. 


Held, by Grover, J., that the appellant was liable for the acts of her servanta 
which were done ın furtherance of her known wishes, and for her benefit. 


* Special Appeals, Nos. 2000, 2001, 2005, 2010, and 2011, from the decisions 
of the Officiating Judge of Moorshedabad, dated the 16th April 1868, affirming 
the decisions of the Principal Sudder Ameen of that district, dated the 30th De- 
camber 1887, A 
32—C 
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Held, by Loon, J., that those acta were beyond the ordinary scope of the ser 


Rant Snama- Vants’ duty ; and that, unless it could be shown that the appellant ordered or ratified 
se Desi the acta, she was not liable. In the present case the cirenmstances gave rise to a 
' Dogue Max- Strong presumption that the acts were done with her knowledge, which presumption 


DAL, 


hag not been rebutted, and therefore she was liable, 


Baboos Srinath Doss and Mohini Mohan Roy for appellant. 
Messrs. R. T. Allan and J. S. Rochfort for respondents, 


THE facts,of these cases are sufficiently stated in the following 
judgment of 


GLOVER, J.—This was a suit to recover the value of certain 
crops alleged to have been cut and carried off by the orders or 
at the instigation of the Rani Shamasundari Debi, by her 
servants Baikantha Nath and Umacharan. 

It appears from the record that the Rani got a decree for 
Ahas possession of a share in the zemindari, and in consequence 
refused to recognize the ryots whom the farmers, Messrs. Jardine, 
Skinner and Co., who held under the other co-sharers of the 


estate, had settled upon the land, and these are the ryots whose 


crops are said to have been carried off. 

The only point for consideration in this appeal is the personal 
liability of the Rani. Both lower Courts decreed in favor of 
the plaintiffs against both the Rani and her servants; the latter 
have not appealed, so that the fact of “cutting and carry- 
ing” being thereby admitted, the only question remaining is 
whether the Rani is liable for the acts of her servants. 

Tt is contended, for the special appellant, that the Judge had 
no grounds whatever for holding that the Rani ordered the 
carrying off of the plaintiffs’ crops, or even knew of the circum- 
stance, end that there is no legal presumption against her. 

We see no reason to interfere.in this matter. The lower 
Appellate Court has found, on the evidence, that there had been 
long-continued litigation between the parties; that the Rani 
was determined on getting Ahas possession of the land, and had 
refused to recognize the ryots whom she found séttled on her 
share ; that the actual perpetrators of the trespass were her con- 


~ 
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fidential servants, specially employed in matters concerning her 1869 
landed property; that the act done was in furtherance of her Dari Birar 
known wishes, and for her ‘benefit, v. 
i Doxnv Marw- 

Taking all these circumstances into consideration, we think pan 
that the lower Appellate Court was justified in presuming the 
Rani’s knowledge and concurrence, and that there is no ground 
of special appeal. 

Special Appeals, Nos. 2001, 2005, 2010, and 2011, are, mutatis 
mutandis, similar cases, and will be admittedly governed by the 


game decision. 


Locu, J.—In the judgment of the first Court, it is admitted 
by the Subordinate Judge that there is no direct evidence that 
- the Rani gave orders for the plunder of the plaintiffs’ crops, and 
consequently there is no direct proof that the Rani’s servants 
were acting under her authority, though they certainly were 
acting for her benefit when they carried off the crops; for, as ` 
shown by the judgment of the lower Appellate Court, the Rani 
was determined not to recognize the ryots who held from Jardine, 
Skinner and Co. Butit is also clear that the parties who actually 
plundered the crops were not acting within the ordinary scope of 
their duty; and therefore, unless it be shown that they acted under 
the Rani’s authority, or that she subsequently ratified their 
acts, she cannot be held answerable for their tortious acts, though 
for her benefit. Addison (1) says:—“< To make a trespasser 
by relation from having ratified and adopted an act of tres- 
* pass done in his name or for his benefit, it must be shown that 
“ the act was ratified and adopted by him with full knowledge 
“of its being a trespass, or of its being tortious, or it must be 
« shown that, in ratifying and taking the benefit of the act, he 
“meant to take upon himself, without inquiry, the risk of any 
“irregularity which might have been committed, and adopt the 
* transaction, right or wrong.” 
In this country it is particularly difficult, it may be said 
almost impossible, to procure direct credible evidence to prove 
either that tort was committed under authority, or that tho 


(1) Addison on Torta, 2nd Ed., 831, 


Bon. Lay 
15 Ma; 
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1869 tort was subsequently ratified by the principal. Can it then, 
Banı Suawa- in the absence of direct evidence, be presumed that the act 
suNDARI DEBI p TA 2 : 5 
v. complained of by the plaintiffs in this case was committed under 


S the authority of the Rani, or that she subsequently ratified the 
act? This much may be assumed, in the present case, that the 
act complained of was done for the Rani’s benefit, and it is not 
probable that the parties actually engaged in committing the 
trespass, who were her servants, acted without authority from her 
or from her Dewan, for they had no personal object to gain from 
plundering the crops; while from the previous litigation and her 
determination to get possession of the lands, though entitled 
only to a share, and to get rid of the ryots who held from 
Jardine, Skinner and Co., it was highly probable that she would. 
commit the offence. Looking, therefore, to all the circumstances 
of the case, it appears to me that a strong presumption arises 
that the trespass was committed with the knowledge of the 

“Rani; that she has failed to rebut this presumption; and that the 

- conclusion come to by the lower Courts, on the facts and evidence 
before them, is correct. I, therefore, concur with my colleague 
in rejecting these special appeals with costs. 


Before Mr. E. Justice Jackson and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


1869 LALA TILAKDHARI LAL (Prarmtirr) v. JAMES FURLONG 
Feby. 11. AND ANOTHBE (DgFENDANTS).* 


Priority of Lien.—-Indefinileness of Mortgage. 


The plaintiff had lent money to a Court amin, who mortgaged, as security for the 
repayment of the amount, certain fees due to him then in deposit, and certain fees 
which might thereafter be deposited on his account. Those fees were subsequently 
attached by the defendant who had obtained a decree for rent against the amin, 
After that the plaintiff obtained a simple money-decree against the amin, and 
applied, in execution of his decree, to have the fees paid out to him, but his applica- 
tion was refused on the ground of the defendant’s attachment, 

In a suit to recover the sums in deposit, and to have it declared that the plaintiff's 
lien on them was prior to that of the defendant, held that the plaintiff's mortgage 


* Special Appeal No. 772 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Purneah, dated 
the 3rd of December 1867, affirming a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of that 


district, dated the 15th of September 1866. 
e 
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gave him priority, and that he was not barred from bringing the present suit by his 
having already sued to recover the amount, and obtained a mere money-decree. 


Mr. R. E. Twidale for appellant. - 


Baboos Jagadanand Mookerjee and Anuhul Chandra Mookerjee 
for respondents. 


Tre material facts of this case are as follows :— 


On the 25th October 1853, the plaintiff, special appellant, 
obtained a bond from one Korban Ali, an amin, under which 
the said Korban Ali admitted that he had received a sum of 

. rupeeg 2,500 from the plaintiff, and agreed to repay it, with inter- 
est within a certain time, and further pledged certain fees in de- 
posit, or that might thereafter be deposited in the Collectorate to 
his (Korban Ali’s) credit as an officer of the said Collectorate, 
as security for the repayment of the sum borrowed. 

In the year 1859, the plaintiff sued Korban Ali to recover 
the rupees 2,500 lent with interest; and on the 9th November 
1862, he got a simple money-decree for rupees 4,400 odd, without 
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DEHARI Lan 


v. 
Janxs FUR- 
LONG, 


any declaration of his right to proceed against the particular _ 


property pledged as security for theloan. 

Meantime, on the 25th August 1862, the Court of Wards, the 
special respondent, obtained a decree for rent against the same 
Korban Ali; and on the 26th August 1862, attached the fees 
in deposit in the Collectorate to the credit of the said Korban 
Ali. This attachment was made under the provisions of sec- 
tion 16, Act VI, of 1862, B. C., corresponding with section 81, 
Act VIII. of 1859. 

On the 16th March 1863, the plaintiff, in execution of his 
decree of the 9th November 1862, applied to have the said fees 
out of deposit from the Collectorate, but the Collector rejected 
the application, on the ground of the previous attachment made 
by the Court of Wards. . 

The plaintif then sued Korban Ali and the Court of Wards 
to recover rupees 2,229, the amount of fees then in deposit in 
the Collectorate to the credit of Korban Ali. The Principal 
Sudder Ameen of Purneah, on 14th September 1866, dismissed 
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1869 the suit on the grounds that the pledge by Korban 'Ali of 
TAta TitAE= certain indefinite future fees, along with fees in deposit, was too 
Sete general to be binding as a mortgage: and that plaintiff, by 

‘tora. = suing only for a money decree against his debtor, must be held 
to have waived his right to proceed against any particular pro- 
perty of his debtor: and that the attachment on behalf of 


Court of Wards was valid and must prevail. 


The Judge on appeal upheld this decision, quoting Mace 
pherson on Mortgages, pages 41 and 42. 


Plaintiff appealed specially, and the following were the judg- 
ments of the High Court :— 


E. Jackson, J.—The plaintiff in this suit sought to recover ° 
a certain sum of money due to him from defendant Syud Kor- 
ban Ali, who, it appears, was a batwara amin, employed on 
the part of Government, and to have it declared that certain 
fees, which were in deposit in the Collectorate, were mortgaged 
to him by the said amin; and that under that mortgage, he 
(the plaintiff) held a prior lien upon those fees, to the Court 
of Wards, defendant No. 2, who appears to have also, in ex- 
ecution of a decree, attached those fees in order to recover cer- 
tain money to which the defendant No. 2 was entitled. 

It appears that the plaintiff brought a previous suit against 
the defendant No. 1, and obtained a decree in that suit. His 
present suit is specially for a declaration of his lien upon those 
fees, and of his right to obtain them in preference to defendant 
No. 2. 

Both the Courts below have dismissed the plaintiff's suit. 
The Judge has dismissed it, firstly, bécause the attachment 
of the defendant No. 2 had been carried out before the plaintiff 
had obtained any decree declaring his lien; and, secondly, because 
the mortgage was indefinite in its terms, and could not be sus- 
tained. It is on these two points that the special appeal has 
been pressed before us. f 

I am of opinion that the Judge helow is wrong on both the 
points. The attachment on the part of defendant No. 2 was 
‘merely with a view to prevent the amin from taking the money 

` 3 e 
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out of Court. Itis not material whether the attachment was 
before or after the judgment. The question still remains, viz., 
after the attachment to whomisthe money to be given, and 
that is the point to determine which this suit is brought, and the 
determination of that point rests wholly on the question as to 
whether the plaintiff had obtained a prior lien upon the money. 

On the second point, viz., as to the character of the mortgage, 
T also think that there is nothing indefinite in the terms of the 
mortgage. The plaintiff gave a certain sum of money in loan 
to the amin, and the ‘amin mortgaged to him certain fees in 
deposit, and certain fees which he would receive, to cover the 
amount of the loan with interest. Iam of opinion, therefore, 
that the Judge was wrong on both these grounds, and that his 
decision should be reversed, and a decree given to the plaintiff. 

There was a further argument raised during the hearing of 
the case by the vakeel for the respondent to the effect that the 
plaintiff could not now sue upon his lien, because he had already 
brought one suit upon his cause of action upon the bond, and 
was therefore, unable, with reference to the provisions of section 
7, Act VIII. of 1859, to bring a further suit on the same cause of 
action. It is sufficient to say that in my opinion the causes of action 
in the two suits are not identical; for although the ameen, defend- 
ant No. 1, is a party to this suit, he isa mere nominal party, 
and the suit is really directed against defendant No. 2. 

There have been several cases before several Division Benches 
‘of this Court in which opinions have been delivered by different 
Judges of the Court to the effect that a person, who sues upon s 
bond containing a lien only to obtain a money decree in the first 
instance, can afterwards bring a suit to enforce his lien. I con- 
cur in those opinions ; and following them, the contention of the 
respondents’ vakeel in this case must in my opinion fail, 


HOBEOUSE, J., (After stating the facts).—The prayer in the 
plaint was no doubta confused one, but the real contention between 
the parties was that mentioned by Mr. Justice E. Jackson, viz. 
whether the plaintiff could recover the sum in question by the 
establishment of his previous lien under the bond of the 25th 
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October 1853, or whether he was prevented from so recovering 
by reason of the previous attachment of the Court of Wards 


Jums Fur- 20d by reason of the indefinite nature of the mortgage bond. 


LONG, 


The Courts below have dismissed the plaintiffs suit, holding, - 
that the previous attachment of the Court of Wards must prevail, 
and that the mortgage bond is so indefinite, that no previous lien 
thereunder can be established in favor of the plaintiff. 

I observe, on the question of previous attachment, that, in the 
words of the section, the attachment is only to prevail “ until 
further orders of the Court.” It is clearly, therefore, in my 
judgment not a final attachment barring all remedy against it, 
but it is an attachment which may be removed by recourse 
had-to any legal measures; and as regards the mortgage bónd, 
I cannot say that it is to my mind at all indefinite. It specifies 
distinctly certain fees deposited, or to be deposited, in a certain 
place to the credit of a certain person for certain services per- 
formed, and it is not denied that, at the time of the’ institution of 
this suit, there was to the credit of that certain person, for that 
certain purpose, and in that particular place, a sum aggregating 
rupees 2,229 or thereabouts. 

It cannot, therefore, in my judgment be said that there is 
any indistinctness as to the property pledged in the bond, and 
the only further question that remains is that raised in cross- 
appeal on the part of the special respondents to the effect that 
the suit was barred by .application of the provisions of section 
7, Act VIII. of 1859. Those provisions are :-——“ Every suit shall 
«include the whole of the claim arising out of the cause of ac- 
“tion, but a plaintiff may relinquish any portion of his claim, 
«c in order to bring the suit within the jurisdiction of any Court. 
“ Tf a plaintiff relinquish or omit to sue, for any portion of his 
« claim, a suit for the portion so relinquished or ‘omitted, shall 
c not afterwards be entertained.” 

Now the question between the present plaintiff and the Court 
of Wards, respondent, did not arise out of the same cause of 
action as that which existed between the plaintiff and Korban 
Ali. .The cause of action to the plaintiff in this case was the 
obstruction offered by the Court of Wards, defendant, to plaintiff's 
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receiving a certain sum of money, which he alleged was his 
property by reason that ithad been pledged to him as security 
for the money he advanced to Korban Ali. This cause of 
action arose to the plaintiff, not when he sued Korban Ali for the 
debt, but when, on the 26th August 1862, the Court ‘of Wards, 
defendant, refused to allow him the money which had been 
pledged to him. 

I am of opinion, therefore, that cha plaintiffs suit will lie, and 
I find that we are supported in this view by opinions expressed 
by various Judges of this Court in the cases of Gupinath Sing v. 
Shiu Sahaya Sing (1), Shaikh Mowla Buksh v. Bhyrab Doss 
(2), Bindabun Chunder Shaha v. Janee Bibee (3). 

I agree, therefore, that the decisions of the Courts below must 

. be reversed, and we must declare that the plaintiff is entitled to 

recover, out of the deposit in the Collectorate, the fees placed 
to the credit of Korban Ali, the Court of Wards, defendant’s 
previous attachment of the 26th August 1862 notwithstanding, 
and we thinkothat the plaintiff must have his costs in all 
Courts. 


Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr, Justice Markby. 


RAMDHAN MANDAL (Decrsg-Horneeg) v. RAMESWAR BHATTA- 
f CHARJEE (Jupensst-DegBtoR.)* 


Limitation—Summary Decision—Act XIV. of 1859, 3. 22. 


The words “summary decision,” as used in section 22, Act XIV. of 1859, mean 
a decision of the Civil Courts not being a decree made in a regular suit or appeal. 

Under section 22, Act KIV.of 1859, the period for the enforcement of such 
decision is one year from the time it was passed. 


Baboo Nabakrishna Mookerjee for appellant. 


Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee and Hem ane pees 
, for respondent. 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal No. 503 of 1868, from an order of the Jadge of 
Hooghly, dated the 7th of September 1868, reversing the order of the Sudder Ameen 
of that district, dated the 3rd Juno 1868. 


(1) Case No. 2809 of 1863; 14th (2) 5 W.B, 118. 
December 1864, (3) 6 W. R., 312. 
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L. S. Jackson, J.—I THINE the decision of the lower Appel- 
late Court is right. This was an application to enforce a sum- 
mary decision or award of a Civil Court not established by Royal 
Charter. It came within section 22, Act XIV. of 1859. The 
special appellant’s pleader contends that the present order, which 
was an order to pay costs relating to a petition to set aside the 
decree on the ground of fraud, such petition having been disallow- 
ed, does not come within the words “ summary decision or order,” 
and that the words “ summary decision” mean a decision which is 
open to be contested by regular suit: i 

I am not aware of any authority for that construction of the 
words “summary decision.” As I understand the words “ sum- 
mary decision or award,” they mean a decision of the Civil Courts 
not being a decree made in aregular suit or appeal. The petition- - 
er, therefore, was bound to apply for the enforcement of this deci- 
sion within one year from the time it was made. He seems to have 
thought that he had brought himself within time by paying into 
Court the money which he ought to have paid immediately on 
the making of the order, and then applied to recover it from the 
opposite party. It seems to me he ought to have paid the money 
at once; and that by his omission-to pay within the year, he put 
himself out of Court, and debarred himself from proceeding to 
recover it from the opposite party. 


" MARKBY, J.—I am of the same opinion. I don’t find any 
definition of the words “summary decision” that are used in 


section 23 (1), and I should’ have doubted whether the meaning | . 


of these words is sufficiently well known to justify the use of 
them as a technical term in an Act of the Legislature without any 
definition. But on comparing section 23 with section 20, I think 
the construction put upon them by Mr. Justice Jackson must be 
the right one. 

As suggested to me now by Mr. J ustice Jackson if that were 
not s0, there would be a large number of cases for which no limit- 
ation whatever is provided. _ 


L. S. Jaoxson, J.—The order of the lower Appellate Court 
is affirmed with costs. . 
<Q) Act XIV of 1859. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacook, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Miller. 


ROY PRIYANATH CHOWDHRY ann oranes (Deraxpants) v. BIPIN- 
BEHARI CHUCKERBUTTY anD orners (PuAtntTirrs).* 


Aot X. of 1859—Arrears of Rent—Jurisdiction of Revenue Court— Benami 
Lease. 


Some of the defendants had taken a lease in the benami name of O. P. B, and 
were in actual possession of, and had paid rent for, the lands demised. The other 
defendants were sureties for 0. P. B. A suit was brought in the Court of the Deputy 
Collector, against those who were actually in possession of the land, together with 
the suteties, for arrears of rent. It did not appear from the lease how far each defend- 
ant was interested in or entitled under it. 

Held, por Puacoox, O. J., whose opinion prevailed, (Mirren, J., dissenting), 
that the Deputy Collector had no jurisdiction to enquire into matters extraneous 
to the lease, and that plaintiffs’ suit ought to have been dismissed. 

Held, (per Mrrren, J.) that the suit was properly brought against the actual 
tenants, and not against the benamidar, and that the Collector had jurisdiction. 

Held, by both Judges, that the suit should be dismissed as against the sureties, who 
could not as such be sued under Act X. of 1859. 


THIs suit was instituted in the Court of the Deputy Collector 
of Basirhat, on 25th September 1867, to recover arrears of rent 
from 1st Baisakh to Chaitra 1273, laid at Rs. 8,327-12-5. 

In the plaint it was alleged that about 18,650 bigas in Sundar- 
ban, Lots Nos. 94, 95, 96, 97, had been let to the gantidar 
defendants under potte and kabuliat on 21st February 1858, 
taken and given in the name of Chandra Prasad Bose, on the 
security of the zemindar defendants. The land, having heen 
subsequently measured, was found to contain 19,317 bigas and 
14 katas, and rent was fixed at Rs. 12,823-9, viz., Rs. 4,500 for 
6,000 bigas of cultivable land, and Rs. 8,323-9 for the remaining 
18,317 bigas and 14 katas of jungle; and a suit for arrears of rent 
for the years 1270 and 1271 was brought and decreed against the 
gantidar defendants, who paid off the amount decreed. 

The defendants, Jagattara and Padma Kumari Chowdhrain» 
stated that they only were in possession of land in Lot No. 95; that 


* Regular Appeal No. 58 of 1868, from a decree of the Deputy Collector of 
Basirhat in Zilla gi Perguunss, dated the 31st December 1967. 
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they had petitioned the plaintiffs to be allowed to pay separately ; 
that in that lot 2,611 bigas were allotted to them at a separately 
fixed annual rent of Rs. 4824-6; that a decree of the High 
Court (appeal No. 398 of 1865) in a suit brought against them 
by plaintiffs, had made them liable for the rents of that land; that 
some portion of that rent was due from them; and they prayed 
the Court to receive from them what was justly due, and exonerate 
them from the plaintiffs’ claim. The decision of the High Court, 
and written statements of the defendants in the former suit, were 
filed by these defendants. 

For Priyanath Chowdhry, it was stated that he held lands jointly 


with Mathuranath Roy Chowdhry; thatformerly the rental was. 


Rs, 12,823-13; that subsequently plaintiffs granted a new potta, 
which, as was admitted, was not registered reducing the fixed 
annual rent to Rs. 10,408-13-6, that a moiety of the said 
tenure belonged to him. 
Mathuranath Chowdhry entered no defence. 
The Deputy Collector gave a decree in favor of the plaintiffs 
against the defendants Jagattara and Padma Kumari for the sum 


of Rs. 1,824-6, with proportionate costs, and the remaining por- 


tion of the claim, with proportionate costs, against the other 
defendants. 

The defendant, Roy Priyanath Chowdhry, appealed to the High 
Court. : 


Baboos Ashutosh Chatterjee and Khettranath Bose for ap- 
pellants. i 


Baboos Ashutosh Dhur and Bhawani Charan Dutt for ro- 


spondents. 


Mitrer, J.—This is a suit for arrears of rent instituted 
under the provisions of clause.1, section 23, Act X. of 1859. 
The plaintiff is the proprietor of certain mehals in the Sun- 
darbans, and he sued the defendants Padma Kumari Dasi, 
Jagattara Dasi, Priyanath Chowdhry, and Mathuranath 
Chowdhry, deceased, represented by his executor Prasanna Ku- 
mar Chowdhry, alleging that these parties had taken from his 
predecessor a. ganijdari lease of the,mehals in question in the 
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name of one Chandi Prasad Bose; and that they had defaulted. 


.to pay the rent due to him for the year 1273, B. S. The defend- 


ants, Padma Kumari and Jagattara, put ina joint written state- 
ment; urging that, by virtue of a private partition between them 
and their co-sharers, the defendants, Priyanath. and Mathuranath, 
a defined portion of the mehals in question had been allotted to 
them; and that they were ready and willing to pay to the plaintiff 
the share of the rent due from them on account of that portion. 
The defendant, Prasanna Kumar, did not enter appearance in 
the Court below; nor has he preferred any appeal against the 
decision pronounced by that Court. The defendant Priyanath, 
by his written statement, urged, among other pleas, that Jagat- 
tara and Padma Kumari had no interest in the lease taken by him 
and his co-sharer Mathuranath in the name of Chandi Prasad, 
that the plaintiff had repeatedly recognized him, and the said 
Mathuranath, as his only tenant by recovering rents from them, 
and that he and Prasanna Kumar, as the representative of 
Mathuranath, were the only parties in possession of the premises 
covered by the lease. The Deputy Collector of Basirhat, 
who tried this suit in the first instance, has decreed a portion of 
the rent under claim against the defendants Padma Kumari and 
Jagattara; and the remainder against the defendants, Priya- 
nath and Prasanna Kumar, jointly. Against this decision the 
defendant Priyanath alone has appealed to this Court, and his 
pleader, Baboo Ashutosh Chatterjee, urged amongst others the 
following points on his behalf :— 

1st.— That the Deputy Collector has erroneously decreed a 
portion of the rent under claim against the defendants Padma 
Kumari and Jagattara; there being no legal evidence to prove 
that those two ladies were in any way concerned in the properties 
covered by the lease. , 

2nd.—That the lease upon which the plaintiffs’ action is based, 
being in the namg of a person other than the defendants, the 
Deputy ‘Collector had no jurisdiction to try this suit under the 
Full Bench Ruling, Pr&anna Kumar Pal Chowdhry v. Kailash 
Chandra Pal Chowdhry (1). With reference to this last point, E 


(1) Case No. 236,0f 1866 ; 23rd September 1867. 
e 
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wish to observe in this place that it was never raised in the Court 
below, nor mentioned by the appellant in the memorandum of 
appeal filed by him in this Court; and it is only, because it pur- 
ports to involve a question of jurisdiction that I have thought it 
proper to grant him permission to raise it now for the first time. 
The first of these objections is untenable. By it the appel- 
lant does not mean to contend that a joint decree for the 
whole rent due.ought to have been passed against him and the 
two ladies Padma Kumari Dasi and Jagattara Dasi; but 
his contention really is that no decree ought to have been passed. 
against those two ladies, inasmuch as there was no legal evidence 
to prove that they were his co-sharers. I do not think that the 
appellant is fairly entitled to take this plea. Rightly or wrongly, 
the Deputy Collector has passed a decree against those two 
ladies; and as they are satisfied with it, the appellant ought not 
to be allowed to complain, when it is clear that the effect of that 
decree has been rather to reduce his own liability. The appellant 
says that he and Mathuranath are liable for the whole rent ; but 
if a part of that rent has been, as he contends, improperly decreed 
against other parties, he and Mathuranath have been really 
benefited to that extent. If appellant is really willing to pay 
the whole rent, he is welcome to do so, and I have no doubt the 


. plaintiff will gladly receive it from him; but, at any rate, it is 


clear that the appellant has no right to complain of a proceeding 
by which he has been really benefited. 

With reference to the second objection, I have given to 
it my most careful and earnest consideration; but I am bound 
to say that I feel myself unable to subscribe to ita cor- 
rectness. If I have correctly understood the Full Bench rul- 
ing referred to by the appellant, it goes merely to hold that 
the Revenue Courts, constituted as they are by the provisions of 
Act X. of 1859, are hot competent to entertain suits for rent 
against persons other than the actual tenants themselves, even 
though such persons might be justly liable for it according to the 
rules of equity and good conscience. & do not wish for one 
moment to impugn the soundness of this ruling; but I think 
that it is wholly inapplicable to the circumstances of the present 
case. Here itis admitted on all sides that Chandi Prasad is 
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a mere benamidar ; and so far as the appellant is concerned, his 1969 
pleader, Baboo Ashutosh Chatterjee, even while he was engaged Ror Patra; 
in arguing this point, repeatedly stated, in answer’ to questions onowpnny 
put to him by me, that Chandi Prasad has no sort of interest Buena 
whatever in the properties covered by the lease in question. nas 
Under such circumstances it is clear that Chandi Prasad is not 

the actual tenant within the meaning of the Full Bench Ruling 
referred to, and the question whether Chandi Prasad is legally 

liable for the rent or not, does not therefore arise. A benamidar 

in this country is a mere name; and as such, he has no sort of 
interest, legal or equitable, in the property which he ostensibly 
professes to hold. I entirely concur with Mr. Justice Phear in the 

remark made by him in the case of Sidee Nazeer Ali Khan v. 

e Ojoodhya Ram Khan (1), though for a different purpose, that in 

our Mofussil Courts there is no distinction between legal and equit- 

able estates. ‘“ There is but one kind of proprietary right,” says 

that learned Judge in page 408, “call it legal or equitable as you 

choose, which is recognized by the Court; it is an entity, not divisi- 

ble into parts or aspects.” According to this view of the law, an 
admitted benamidar, like Chandi Prasad, cannot be said to have 

any interest, legal or equitable, in the lease in question, and he 

is not, therefore, liable, either in law or equity, for the rent reserved — 

by that lease. Suppose, for instance, that the plaintiff, with full e 
knowledge of the fact that Chandi Prasad was a mere’ benamidar, 

and after having repeatedly recognized the appellant and his 
co-sharer Mathuranath as his tenants, as the appellant him- 

self contends, had instituted an action for rent against Chandi 

Prasad in the Collector’s Court, andin execution of a decree 
obtained in such a suit instituted behind the back of the appellant, 

caused the tenure in question to be sold. Would not the appel-" 

lant ‘be entitled to impugn the whole of these proceedings upon 

the ground of fraud, or at least to get rid of them, upon the 

ground that they could not legally affect. Ais property, inasmuch 

as they were taken in his absence? In my opinion he would be 
‘clearly entitled to do ŝo; and this circumstance clearly goes to 

show that the plaintiff in this case has no remedy against 

Chandi Prasad, either in law or equity. The plaintiffs case is 
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not that the defendants in this suit are liable to him merely upon 
the ground of, equity and good conscience, while another person 
is legally responsible to him for the rent ; but what he substan- 
tially says is that the defendants are the real tenants; that they 
are the parties who took the lease, and are in actual possession of 
the tenure; that he has always received his rent from them, and 
he produces a document, which establishes beyond all doubt that, 
in a previous suit brought by him for the rents of 1270 and, 
1271 against these very defendants in the Collector’s Court, a 
final and conclusive decree has been passed in his favor. I do 
not think that a case of this description properly falls within the 
purview of the Full Bench ruling referred to. It has been 
said that one of the questions to be tried in this suit was whether 
or not the defendants Padma Kumari and Jagattara were . 
co-lessees with the appellant and Mathuranath; and that the 
solution of this question is beyond the jurisdiction of the 
Collector. I am unable to subscribe to the soundness of this 
argument, A question of this sort is, in my opinion, clearly 
within the jurisdiction of the Collector to try; for I see no dis- 
tinction whatever between this question and the question which 
frequently arisesin ordinary suits for rent, namely, whether the 
defendants are really related to the plaintiff as his tenants. 
Suppose, for instance, that a plaintiff institutes an action in the 
Collector’s ‘Court against certain persons who, he alleges, are the 
heirs and representatives of the original lessee, and a question 
arises as to whether all the defendants, or some of them, are such 
heirs and representatives. Can it be said that the Collector has 
no jurisdiction to try such a suit? If not, Ido not see any 
reason why the Collector should not be competent to try a precisely 
* similar question in the present action; the complication arising 
from the fact of the lease being in the name of Chandi Prasad, 
being entirely removed by the circumstance that. Chandi Prasad, 
as a mere benamidar, is admitted-on all sides to be a person having 
no title or interest in the lease. 

In conclusion I wish to observe that the appellant is the last 
person who is entitled to raise the objection now under consider- 
ation. His case throughout has been that Chandi Prasad is no- 
body, and that he and Mathuranath are the only: real tenants. 


ae 


VOL. IL] APPELLATE JURISDICTION—CIVIL. 


and have been repeatedly recognized as such by the plaintiff 
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himself. It does not, therefore, lie in his mouth to say that, if the Kox, ERAS 
plaintiff chose to bring his action in the Collector’s Court, he C#owpurr 
ought to have sued Chandi Prasad, the admitted benamidar, as Bemorni 


the actual tefant, and this indeed is the substance of his present 
objection as I understand it. 

I would, therefore, dismigs this appeal, except as to the second 
objection, with reference to which further evidence ought to be 
gone into. 

The plaintiffs’ claim against the sureties ought to be dismissed ; 
such persons not being liable to be sued under Act X. of 1859. 


Peacock, C. J.—I am of opinion that the plaintiffs must fail 
in their suit. The case falls within the Full Bench Ruling, 
Prasanna Kumar Pal Chowdhry v. Kailash Chandra Pal 
Chowdhry (1). 

The plaint admits that the potta was granted to Chandi Prasad 
Bose; but the plaintiffs state that it was takèn in his name by the 
defendants. It is clear that the land was demised to Chandi 
Prasad, and that he covenanted to pay the rent; and that the 
sureties, as sureties for him, guaranteed the payment. Chandi 
Prasad being the person to whom the land was leased, and who 
agreed to pay the rent, was by law the tenant. Those who took 
in his name, may be equitably liable to pay the rent. No proof 
was given to show that the defendants ever made known to 
- the plaintiff that the lease was taken benami for them. 

Priyanath says thathe and Mathuranath, who is dead, took 
the lease. The defendants, Jagattara and Padma Kumari, say 
that Lot No. 95 is in their possession; and that they have been 
made liable by the High Court to pay rent for it; that they 
offered to pay rent for it; but thatthe plaintiffs refused to allow 
them to pay their shares separately, and have sued all the defend- 
ants jointly for the whole amount due. 

The defendant Priyanath admitted his liability to pay the rent 
of the whole premises as reserved; but he denied liability to 
pay for the excess lands, as they were not measured in his pre- 


(è) Case No. 236 of 1866 ; 23rd September 1867. 
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sence, and he says that a new potta was granted under which the 
rent was reduced. It is admitted, however, that such new potta 
was not registered. 

One issue raised was “whether the defendants, Jagattara 
“and Padma Kumari, are entitled to pay to plaintiff the rent 
“ of their share of the estate admitted by them ?” 

It is not very often that one finds-gricht to pay claimed. But 
so it is in this case. The defendants, Jagatiara and Padma 
Kumari, claim the right to pay a share of the rent; and it has been 
decided that they have the right to pay that share. 

The appellant in one ground of appeal says:—“ The female 
“ defendants, Jagattara and Padma Kumari, are not the tenants 
“of the plaintiff; but haye colluded with the latter in order to 
“defraud me. The decision of this Hon’ble Court proceeded 
“solely on the admission of the defendant, and cannot consequent- 
“ly be held to have conferred upon them any right as against 
“ third parties.” 

I am of opinion that one man has not.a right to pay rent 
due from another. To warrant a finding that defendants, 
Jagattara and Padma Kumari, are entitled to pay rent for 
their share, it must be proved that they had a share of the land 
in lease, They say they are entitled to a share; that they are 
liable for the rent of that share; that they have a right to pay 
the rent of that share separately ; but that they are not liable 
for the whole rent, and are not interested in the whole lease. 
Priyanath says that they have no share or interest in the lease; 
that they are not liable to pay the rent or any part of it; and 
that they have no right to pay it. 

The Deputy Collector has decreed that they should pay 
Rs. 1,824-6 of the rent. He says :—* On the third issue it is to be 
“ observed that hereinbefore plaintiff had brought a suit for arrears 
“ of rentof these lands for the years 1270 and 1271 against the 
« defendant, as also against Jagatiara and Padma Kumari; andthe 
« defendants, the said Jagattara and Padma Kumari, have got 
“ a decree on the 12th March 1866 from the High Court, enti- 
“ tling them to pay off to the plaintiff the arrears of rent of 
€ the lands admitted to be held by them. Plaintiff also expresses 
& no objection to receive from the said defendants the rent of 
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The facts sufficiently appear in the judgment which was 
delivered by 


Loca, J.—It appears that Nicholas Kullonas was in 1844 
placed as an inmate of the private Insane Asylum at Bhowani- 
pore, and has since then continued, first as an inmate of the pri- 
vate asylum, and then of the Government asylum. In 1867 the 
Collector of Backergunge applied to the Judge of the 24-Per- 
gunnas, within whose jurisdiction the insane was then resid- 
ing, praying that a manager to the estate of the insane might 
be appointed under the provisions of Act XXXV. of 1858. 
The Judge, after making the inquiries as required by the Act 
regarding the state of Mr. Kullonas, passed an order on the 
27th November 1867, declaring him to be insane, and directing 
the Collector to take charge of his estate. 

After this order was passed, the son and daughter of Nicholas 
Kullonas applied to the Judge, praying that, as they were in the 
management of the estate, they might be continued-as managers, 
and the order appointing the Collector manager might be with- 
drawn. : 

After hearing what the parties had to say, the Judge held 
that the past management was so unsatisfactory, that their prayer 
could not be complied with, and their application was rejected. 
-An appeal has been preferred, from this order, by the son and 
daughter of Nicholas Kullonas. Two points are raised: first, 
that the Judge of 24~Pergunnas has no jurisdiction in the mat- 
ter, as the properties are situated in the district of Backergunge; 
second, that the Judge has decided upon the management of the 
estate, and pronounced that the applicants are not qualified to 
act as managers, without looking into the evidence which they 
adduced. 

On the first point we refer to section 2, Act XX XV. of 1858, 
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and we see that the words are: —“* Whenever any person, not sub- . 


** ject to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Courts, who is possessed 
“ of property, is alleged to be a lunatic, the Civil Court, within 
“whose jurisdiction such person is residing, may, upon such 
* application as is hereinbefore mentioned, institute an enquiry 
“for the purpose of ascertaining whether such person is, or is 
“ not, of ungound mind, and incapable of managing his affairs.” 
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It is said before us that the word “ residing” means @ volun- 
tary residence, and cannot be applied to the case of Kullonas, 
who had been in the asylum for the last twenty years, and was 
so at the time when the Collector made the application. We 
think that we must take the word inits simple meaning; and 
it would certainly be very inconvenient of a party living’in one 
part of the country, and there found to be insane, were obliged 
to be removed to another part of the country, where he had 
originally resided, and where his property is situated, in order 
that the inquiry regarding his lunacy might be made at that 


- place. We may observe, with regard to the present case, that 


the lunatic was originallly placed in the asylum by the act of his 
relations when it was a private asylum. We think there can be 
no doubt, looking into the wording of the section, that the Judge 
of the 24-Pergunnas had jurisdiction in the matter. 

On the second ground, the appellants have altogether failed to 
satisfy the Court that they have managed the estate properly. 
What the Judge had to do, was to select a manager. The 
appellants came before him, alleging that the estate had been in 


their possession for a long time; and in proof of their good man- 


agement, they produced an account and certain copies of decrees 
as vouchers to show that they had paid off large debts due by 


. the estate. The copies of decrees prove nothing with regard to 


the payment of the debts, and there is no other evidence to show 
that these debts had been paid while we have, on the other 
hand, clear proof of the neglect of those managers in failing to 
pay for the subsistence of the lunatic. Various arrangements 
appear to have been made with them, first, to pay Rs. 100 per 
month; then to pay Rs. 600 a year. But all these arrange- 
ments fell through owing to their neglect to fulfil the conditions 
of the arrangements ; and from a letter from the Superintendent 


` of the Insane Hospital, dated the 13th July 1867, it appears 


that,a sum of Rs. 4,500 is due as arrears for the maintenance of 
the insane, from the year 1858 up to the close of the year 1866. 
Under these circumstances we think it unnecessary-to interfere 
with the order of the Judge, and we therefore reject this ap- 
peal. 

MITTER, J.—I am of the same opinion, 
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Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Mhiter. 


ROY PRIYANATH OHOWDHRY (Prarytir¥) v. PRASANNA 
CHANDRA ROY OHOWDHRY ann ornens (Devenpante).* 


Award—Act VIII. of 1859, s. 827—Appeal— Costa. 


No appeal lies from an order rejecting an application to file an award.—-(Mrrrzr, 
J., dubitinte.) 

Where the application was considered as a regular suit, the Judge was right in 
decreeing costa as in a regular suit, 

Tais was an application on the part of Roy Priyanath Chow- 
dhry, plaintiff, under section 327, Act VIII. of 1859. He prayed 
that an award made by Jatindra Mohan Tagore and Banshi 
Badan Mitter, appointed arbitrators under a deed of submission, 
dated Paush 21, 1273, or 4th January 1867, executed by himself 
and Ram Dhan Ghose, as executor to the estate of Roy Mathura- 
nath Chowdhry, deceased, might be filed in Court under the pro- 
visions of section 327 of Act VIII. of 1859, and that it should be 
duly enforced. The award was dated 29th Paush 1273, or 12th 
January 1867, and was simply a formal ratification by the 


aforementioned arbitrators of the terms of a petition of the same ` 


date presented to the arbitrators by the parties themselves, where- 
by they agree that certain properties in dispute between them 
should be divided in the manner therein specified. The appli- 
cation bore date, 6th July 1867. Notice was directed to be given 
to Ram Dhan Ghose to show cause on the 24th August following, 
why the award should not be filed. On the 21st August a peti- 
tion was presented by Jogmaya Chowdhrain, elder widow of Roy 
Mathuranath Chowdhry, objecting to the award, and praying for 
delay. This was granted; and on the 14th September, she, as 
representing the interests of her two minor sons and Shashi Mukhi 
Chowdhrain, second widow of Roy Mathuranath Chowdhry, was 
made a party to the suit; but subsequently, on the 7th December 
1867, Prasanna Chowdhry, having obtained a certificate of 
administration from the Judge of the 24-Pergunnas, was made 
defendant. 


* Miscellaneous Regular Appeal, No. 488 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating 
Judge of Backgrgunge, dated the 30th June 1868. : 


249 


1869 


Feby. 15. 


250 


1869 


Roy PRIYA- 
waTH Coow- 
DHBY 

v. 





PRASANNA 
Cranpra Ror 
CHOWDHEY. 


_ . another case that of Digamburee Dossee v. Poornanund Dey (2),' 
decided by Norman, SETON-KARR, and L. S. JACKSON, Jd., 


s b 5 
` 
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The Principal Sudder Ameen treated the application as a 
regular suit; and after going into evidence, dismissed the appli- 
cation, on the ground that the executor Ram Dhan Ghose, 
in Submitting matters relating to the estate of Roy Priyanath 
Chowdhry to arbitration, and in consenting to a deed of com- 


promise without consulting, as directed by the will, certain . 
persons named therein as special advisers with him in all’ 


matters connected with the estate, had acted contrary to the will 
of the testator. The Principal Sudder Ameen, therefore, refused 
to file the award as a decree of the Court, and dismissed the appli- 
cation with costs as in a regular suit. The plaintiff appealed to 
the High Court. 


. 


Baboo Ashutosh Chatterjee for appellant. 
Baboo Anand Chandra Ghosal for respondents. 


Loom, J.—It appears to me that this case comes under the 
ruling in Chinta Man Sing v. Rupa Kooer (1), and is similar to 


-~in which the Judges held, that, though the lower Court en- 


tered into the merits of the case, yet the order rejecting the 
application for filing the award was merely an order, from which 
no appeal lies to this Court. 

In the present case the Judge, after following the course pre- 
scribed in section 327, Act VIII. of 1859, viz., after having num- 


c 


bered and registered the application as a suit, called upon the, 


opposite party to show cause why the award should not be filed 
in the Court; and after hearing what the opposite party had to 
say, ruled that the opposite party had shewn sufficient cause for 
rejecting the application, which he dismissed and gave costs asin a 
regular suit. 

It is now contended that the costs should not have been 
awarded in this manner; that with regard to costs, the procedure 


(1) Caso No. 353 of 1866; 3lst Angust (2) 7 W. R., 401. 
1866. 
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must be considered as a miscellaneous case, and not more than 
quarter costs should have been allowed. 

I do not think that this objection can be admitted. The 
application is regarded as a suit; and costs if the Judge sees 
proper, can be awarded accordingly. I see, therefore, no valid 


. ground to admit this appeal, which must be dismissed: with 
“costs, 


Mirren, J.—If I were at liberty to dispose of the preliminary 
objection taken by the respondent that no appeal lies from an 
order refusing to file an award, according to my own view of the 
law, I am bound to say that I would have decided it against him. 
In my opinion a regular appeal ought to lie to this Court against 
an order of the lower Court refusing an application for filing 
an award under: section 327, Act VILL. of 1859. This section 
most clearly and distinctly states that such an application is to 
be numbered and registered as a regular suit, and I see no rea- 
son whatever why an order refusing such an application or grant- 
ing it, should not be considered asa decree passed ina regular 


. suit. 
Section 23, Act XXIII. of 1861 which takes the place of sec 
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tion 332, Act VIII. of 1859, most distinctly saysthat,“exceptwhen . 


“ otherwise expressly provided in this or any other Regulation or 
<“ Act for the time being in force, an appeal shall lie from the 
“decrees of the Courts of original jurisdiction to the Courts 
“authorized to hear appeals from the decision of those Courts.” 
Now in this case there can be no doubt that a decision has been 
passed by the Judge, which is tantamount to a decree disallowing 
the claim of the applicant to the properties in suit; and in the 
absence of any express provision allowing an appeal from such 
a decision, I would have held that an appeal’ ought to lie to this 
Court exactly in the same way as in cases decided under sections 
229 and 230 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

As the case stands, however, at present, I am bound to dispose 


of it according to the ruling in Chinta Man Sing v. Rupa 
Kooer (1), and I, therefore, dismiss this appeal with costs. 


e (1) Case No. 353 of 1866; Slot August 1866. 
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Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Mitter. 7 
KALAM SHEIKH AND ornens (DEFENDANTS) v. PANCHU ‘MANDAL 


AND ANOTHER (PLAINTIFES.)* 


Kabuliat—Landlord and Tenant. 


n? *. 


The defendant was under-tenant in respect of lands which his lessor held, under a 


. modafut from the zemindar. Subsequently the lessor left, and the zemindar gave to 


the defendant a potta for part of the lands covered by the modaful, and to the plaint- 
iff a pottafor the whole land covered by the original modafut, but did not assign 
any of his rights, as zemindar to the plaintiff, to recover or enhance the rents reserv- 
ed in the potta he had granted to the defendant. 


`> Held, in a suit for a kabuliat at an enhanced rate, that the plaintiff and defend- 


ant were not in the position of landlord and tenant, so as to enable the plaintiff to 
maintain his suit, 

THE defendant in this case was an under-tenant of one Jaga 
Mohan Sircar of part of the land which the latter held under a 
modafut from the zemindar. Jaga Mohan Sircar left- the 
property, and then the defendant applied to the zemindar, who 
in 1257 granted him a. potta of part of the lands which had 
been comprised in Jaga Mohan Sircar’s modafut. Afterwards in 
‘Aswin 1269, the plaintiff obtained from the same zemindar 
a potta for all the lands covered by the original modafut of 
Jaga Mohan Sircar, while the potta under which the defendant, 
held under the zemindar still subsisted. The plaintiff now sued 
the defendant for a kabuliat at an enhanced rate of the lands 


‘held by him under his potta. The Deputy “Collector dismissed 


the suit, on the ground that the plaintiff had failed to adduce 


‘any evidence that the relations of landlord and tenant-existed: 


between him and the defendant. The Judge reversed this deci-. 


. sion, and declared that the plaintiff was entitled to a kabuliat,. 


on the ground that he had obtained a lease of all lands covered by ' 


the modafut, formerly held by Jaga Mohan Sircar, and the lands 
held by defendants were part of those lands. 

The defendants then appealed to the High Court,. on the 
following: grounds :— 

* Special Appeal No. 1656 of 1868, from a decree of the Ofilcinting Additional 


Judge of Jessore, dated the 7th April 1868, reversing a decree of the Deputy Ool- 
lector of that district, dated the 25th January 1867. e 
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1. That no. suit for a kabuliat would lie, ao the relation-- 
ship of landlord and tenant was not pored to exist by a con- 
tract to pay Trent. 

2. . That.the lower Appellate Court was ‘wrong in holding that 
the payment of rents by the plaintiff to the zemindar, created the 


* relationship of landlord and tenant between the plaintiff and the 


defendant. - 
Bsboo Ramanath Bose for appellants. 
Baboo Ananda Gopal Palit for respondents, 


MITTER, J.—This was a suit fora kabuliat at an enhanced, 
rate. The plaintiff in this case held a potta from the zemindar, 
alleged to have been granted to him in Aswin 1269. The defend- 
ant claimed under a potta granted to him by the same zemin- 
dar in 1257. The Deputy Collector dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit, 
holding that the plaintiff failed to give any evidence that the 
defendant was his tenant. On appeal, the Judge reversed the 
decree of the Deputy Collector, upon the ground that, inasmuch 
as the plaintiff had obtained a lease of all the lands appertaining 
to the modafut of Jaga Mohan Sircar, and inasmuch as the lands 
in dispute were included in that modafut, the plaintiff was enti- 
tled to obtain a kabuliat from the defendant. 3 

We ate of opinion that this decree is not correct. On refer- 


‘ring to the pottas, propounded by both the parties to this suit, 


we find that the defendant was formerly an under-tenant. of 
Jaga Mohan Sircar; and that on the desertion of the latter, the 


-defendant applied to the zemindar for a settlement of the said 


modafut, and accordingly obtained a lease of part of the land 
appertaining thereto. Under such circumstances the lease, subse- 
quently granted to the’plaintiff of the whole of the modafut, can- 
not constitute the plaintiff the landlord of the defendant. For 
it is clear that, with regard to the land in dispute, the plaintiff 
and the defendant stand precisely in the same relation towards 
the zemindar ; and as the plaintiff has not obtained any assign- 
ment from the zemindars of the.zemindar’s right to collect or to 
enhance the rent reserved in the lease of the defendant, he is not 
in a position, to treat the defendant as his tenant. Nor can the 
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circumstance of the zemindar‘ refusing to accept rent from the 
defendant, créate a right on the part of the plaintiff to sue sthe 
- defendant for a kabuliat. 

Under such circumstances it appears to us that the mere fact 
of the zemindar granting to the plaintiff a lease of the whole of 
_the lands appertaining to the modafut of Jaga Mohan Sircar, 
“cannot create the relation of landlord and tenant between the 
` plaintiff and the defendant, so as to entitle the former to institute 
a suit for a kabuliat at an enhanced rate. We, theréfore, reverse 


‘the judgment of the lower Appellate Court, and decree this 


r 


1869 
Feby. 17. 


appeal with costs in this Court and in the lower Appellate Court. 
The decree of the first Court is affirmed. 


Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 


DURGARAM ROY ann ornmrs (Darexpants) v. RAJA NARSING DEB 
(PLAINTIFY).* 


Limitation— Objection—Special Appeal—Act XIV. of 1859, cl. 6, s 1—Act 
. VIII. of 1859, s. 246. 


An objection, not taken in cross-appeal before the lower Appellate Court, cannot be 


‘ taken in special appeal. Butif the cage be remanded for new trial, such objection 


may then be taken before the Oourt of first instance. 
‘On attachment: of certain property, plaintiff and defendants preferred their respec- 
tive “claims thereto. The plaintiff’s claim was disallowed. But the defendants’ 


- claim was allowed. The plaintaff, after the lapse of a year from the date of the 


order disallowing his claim, sued to recover possession of the said property. The 
dofonce was that the suit was barred by lapseof time under clause 5, section 1, 
Act XIV. of 1859, and section 246, Act VILL of 1859. 

Held, Clause 5, Section 1, Act XIV. of 1859, and Section 246, Act VIII, of 1859, 
do not apply to such a snit. 


THIS was a suit for possession of a mauza in Pergunna 
Bishnupore, a resumed mehal,.on the allegation that the said 
mehal was the ancestral rent-free dewattra property of the 
plaintiff; that the defendants’ ancestors, the late Kamalakant 
Roy, Panchanan Roy, and Ganganarayan Roy, on the allegation 
that they were purchasers thereof, had obtained a decree, but 
on the 12th Jaishtha 1236 (1829) on receipt of a sum of Rs. 400 


_ * Special Appeal, No. 1927 of 1868, froma decree of the Principal Sudder Amoen 
of East Burdwan, dated 7th May 1868, reversing a decree of the Moonsuf ot that 


district, dated the 12th August 1867. 
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from- Maharaja Narsing Deb, thé paternal pee ee ‘of the 1809, 
plaintiff, had relinquished their right and interest in the property, Dunoaian 
ond had executed a deed of disclaimer; that since then. 
“Rasa Ninsixa , 

the plaintiff and his ancestors held possession thereof; that onthe Des. 
suit of the Government for resumption, the said mehal was- 
resumed; that at the time of the settlement the defendants inter- 
vened, and on the 18th March 1864 applied for a settlement with 
them, upon the allegation that the rent-free right in the said 
mouza had been purchased by their ancestor; that on the 27th’ 
May 1864 the Collector of West Burdwan made a conditidnal 
settlement with them. The plaintiff, therefore, sued for recovery 
of possession by cancelment of the said settlement. 

The defendants (inter alia) set up in their written statement that 
in a certain proceeding held in execution of a decree, the property 
in dispute was attached as the property of a third party; that 
the plaintiff aswell as the defendants intervened and preferred 
their respective claims to the said property; that the claim 
of the defendants was allowed, butthat of the plaintiff was 
rejected by the order of 31st March 1866; that as the plaintiff 
had not instituted any suit withina year from the date thereof, 
the present suit was barred by limitation, That the suit was also , 
barred by limitation, as the plaintiff has been out of possession of 
the property in dispute for upwards of 12 years. 

The Moonsiff held that, as the plaintiff did not institute a regu- 
lar suit for setting aside the summary order within one year 
according to the provision of clause 5, section 1, Act XIV. of 
1859, his claim was barred. 

On appeal the Subordinate Judge reversed this decision, and 
remanded the case for trial upon the other issues. 


Baboo Ambika Charan Banerjee for the appellant. 
Baboo Nilmadhaé, Sen for the respondent. 


Jackson, J.—It appears to me that the special appeal in this 
case must fail on the two pomts which have been taken before 
us, the first being that the suit, as framed, will not lie. The 
ground of special appeal, as actually preferred, was that the 
plaint, as drawn by the plaintiff, is inadmissible. It appeared to 
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. me that a spacial Sais was not the stage at which the. Court 


a could “fairly consider whither the plaint was admissible or not, 


Basa inated 


Des. 


“v 


because the ‘plaint had been in fact admitted, and the parties had 
proceeded to trial. The pleader of the special appellant then, in 
modification of his ground, contended that the suit would not lie. 

It appears that the present suit, which was one for possession 
of a resumed mehal, by setting aside a settlement granted to the 
defendants, was at first thrown out by the Moonsiff who tried it, 
on the ground of limitation. That decision was reversed by the 
lower Appellate Court, and the suit was remanded for, trial on its 
merits. The defendant did not, in the lower Appellate: Court, 
take any objection under section 348 of the Code of Civil Proce- 
dure that the suit was not maintainable, and that question there- 
fore not having been submitted to the lower Appellate Court, 
there has been no error in its judgment upon that ground. I am 
at present inclined to think that on the case going before the 
Moonsiff on the new trial, the defendant would be at liberty 


- to take this objection, amongst others, and if an erroneous decision 


be come to on this point, possibly further appeal and special appeal 


may lie. 


The next point taken was that the lower Appellate Court 
was wrong in holding that the suit was not barred by section 1, 
clause 5, Act XIV. of 1859, and section 246 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure. 

This ground also, it appears to me, is bad. The order which 
it is sought to make binding against the plaintiff, so as to bar 
the present suit, was an order passed on a claim which he pre- 
ferred against the sale of the property in dispute which had been 
attached at the instance of an execution-creditor; and as the 
property of a judgment-~debtor, neither of whom is the defendant 
in the present suit. 

It seems that in that execution case, the present plaintiff and 


.the present defendant both set up claims to the property in 


question. The claim of the present plaintiff was disallowed, 
and the property was ordered to be sold. But owing to subse- 
quent circumstances, the sale did not take place. The claim of 


- the defendants was at first also disallowed, but was subsequently 
admitted. 


Reports, 
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* The argument for hearing the present suit ‘appears his 
been based on the fact that the present plaintiff's claim was 
disallowed, and the present defendant’s claim ultimately'admitted, 
and the property released. But that, I think, will’ not make 
the order of the Moonsiff a binding order as betweén these 
parties, so that a suit must be brought within one year to set it 
aside. I think that in proceedings under section 246 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure the question for the Court to consider 
is, whether the property attached was in the possession of the. 
party against whom execution is sought or not; and if it appears 
to the satisfaction of the Court that the property was not in such 
possession, the Court is to release the property ; and the execu- 
tion-creditor who is affected by that order may, if he think fit, 

e bring a suit within a year to have it set aside, and cause the 
property to be sold. In like manner, if the Court should be 
satisfied, as against the claimant, that the land was in possession 
of the party against whom execution was sought as his own 
property, and the Court should disallow the claim, then the 
claimant will be at liberty, as against the execution-creditor, to 
bring a suit within one year to set aside the order, and to estab- 
lish his right to the property. 

In this cage, although, no doubt, an order was made setting 
aside the present plaintiffs claim, yet the Court did not go 
on to sell the property. I think, therefore, that there was no 
binding order in force between the present plaintiff as claimant, 
and the execution-creditor, and also there was no order which 
in any respect finally decided any question of right between 
the present plaintiff and the present defendant. 

I think, therefore, that that order was not in any sense binding 
as between these parties, and that the plaintiff was not bound to 
bring his suit to set it aside within a year. On this ground I 
think that the contention of the special appellant cannot be 
maintained, and that the special appeal ought to be dismissed 
with costs. Í 


MARKKY, J.—Upon the first point taken in this special appeal, l 
I entirely concur in the judgment which “has been delivered 
by Mr. Justice Jackson, and I do not think it necessary to add `- 
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* 1869 ‘apes on tliat point. “Upon the second point, so far as regards | 

age the cofistruction ‘which is to be put upon section 246, Act. 
o VHL of 1859, I should wish for further opportunity of consi- 
* deration before concurring in the opinion which has ‘been 
expressed by Mr. Justice Jackson, and in this case it does not 
seem ‘to me necessary to express any final opinion upon that 
point, because upon another ground the objection taken by the 
appellant, I think, fails, The two applications of the defendants, 

_ and the plaintiffs, respectively, were disposed of by two different 
orders, but the order which disposed of the application of the 
plaintiffs referred to the order which disposed of the application 
of the defendants for the ground upon which it was based. Upon 
turning to that order, it appears that the Moonsiff, after reciting 
a number of facts which had transpired’with reference to these e 
proceedings, and in which the plaintiffs were more or less con- 

R cerned, goes on to say:—‘ All these disputes cannot be settled in 

one suit;” and then he disposes of the application of the defend- 
ants, without any further allusion whatever to the application of 
‘the plaintiff. It seems to me quite clear, therefore, that the 
- > | Moonsiff has distinctly abstained from adjudicating in any way 
eS upon the claim of the plaintiff, and therefore, in accordance with 
‘the cases of Monohur Khan v. Troyluckhonath Ghose (1), and 
Rutnessur Koondoo v. Majeda Bibee (2), it seems to me clear that 
whatever be the construction put upon section 246, the limita- - 
; tion of one year does not apply to this case. I, therefore, concur 
in thinking that the special appeal ought to be dismissed. 


BASA Nánar 


Before Mr Justica L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 
AMBIKA CHARAN DUTT ann -oraprs, (Derawpanrs) v. NADIR 
i HOSSEIN (Puarntirr.)* 
1869 Special Appeal—New Title. ` 
Feby. 17. The defendants in the Court below unsuccessfally claimed to retain possession of ` 
' some land under a kabala from a Mohammedan widow, who was alleged by them ` 
to have been absolutely entitled thereto under her right of dower. 
Held that the defendants could not, in special appeal, set up for the first time that 
the widow was entitled to a share by inheritance, if not as denmohur, yet no case 
* Special Appeal, No. 1936 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Hooghly, 
dated the 9th April 1868, reversing the decree of the Second Principal Sudder 
Ameen of that district, dated the 14th November 1867. 
(1) 4 W. BR, 35. (2) 7 W. R, 252. © 
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of that kind having been made in the Reh below, aad no engpi “asked tor. into 1869 
the state of the family, or whether any and what share came to e widow. ; AMBIKA CHA- 
es ~ "paw Dorr 
Baboo Ashutosh Chatterjee for appellants. "te Naum 
á Hossem. 


- ” .Baboo Srinath Doss for respondents. 


“Tue facts of the case sufficiently appear in the judgment déli- 
vered by 


Jackson, J.—The plaintiff in this case sued to recover 
possession of lands, which he had purchased from certain pérsons, 
who are the heirs of Yatam Ali, under a kabala, dated 28th 
Kartik 1273, (1866.) The defendants claim to be entitled to the 
* game lands under various kabalas of prior dates, two of which have 
been specifically brought to our notice, namely, one dated 17th 
Sraban 1269 (1862), which is from Baxu Bibi, who was the 
widow of Yatam Ali, and Maka Mea, her son. It relates 
to 32 bigas and 10 katas of land. Baxu Bibi sets forth the 
land as hers by right of dower, and in virtue of that right ` 
she sells it. Maka Mea appears to have joined in the execu- 
tion of the deed. The second kabala bears date the 19th Jaishtha 
1268 (1861). It relates to two bigas and four katas of land, 
and purports to be executed by all the heirs of Yatam Ali. 
The defendant appears to have relied, in the case which he 
made, on the title, the absolute title of Baxu Bibi, under her 
right of Den mohur. But the lower Appellate Court reversing 
in this respect the deeree of the Court of first instance, came 
to the conclusion that the land in question was part of the estate 
of Yatam Ali, and that Baxu Bibi was not entitled to it, as 
Den mohur, and declared the plaintiff to be entitled to the lands. 
-Tt has been contended before us in special appeal that what- 
ever may be the fact as to the dower-rights of Baxu Bibi, 
the defendants, at all events, were entitled to retain possession 
of the land as far as the skares of Baxu Bibi and Maka 
Mea were concerned, in regard to the 32 bigas, they being. at 
all events two of the heirs ; and were alse entitled to the whole 
of the lands specified in the second kabala, which had been 
conveyed to them by the heirs collectively. 
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not ask either of the Courts to determine what the rights « or 
shares of Maka and Baxu were, and to allow him to retain 
possession of the land to that extent; but he relied entirely on 
the Den mohur right of Baxu Bibi, and by that right, I 
think, he elected to stand or fall. I donot think, therefore, he 
is entitled now to ask us, in special appeal, to give him a decree 
to the extent of the rights of these two parties. 


Marxsy, J.—I am of the same opinion. I think it is 
impossible for the defendants to set up, for the first time, in the 
argument on the special appeal, a case which involves an inquiry 
into facts not ascertained in the Courts below. Throughout 
this cage, until now, they have maintained their absolute right 
as purchasers from an absolute owner. They now admit that 
their vendor was not absolute owner, and say that by inheri- 
tance she was entitled to a share. But there has until now been 
no enquiry asked for, as suggested, into the state of the family, 
so as to ascertain whether any, and if any, what share came to 
this’ lady. And in my opinion we ought not to commence that 
“inquiry at the present stage of this suit. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


RAMBHAN JAN BHAKAT (Durexpanr) v. SRIKRISHNA BUAKAT 
. (Puarntirr.)* 


' 


= Arbitration—Award—Appeal—Act VIII. of 1859, s. 327. 


In an arbitration case between a mahajan and his gomasta, an award was made 
to the effect that rupees 725 were outstanding and due to the kuti, of which rupees 
483 werp due to the mahajan, and rupees 241 to the gomasta ; that the gomasta 
should point out the parties owing the rupees 483; or in default mare good the 
amount The mahajan applied to the Subordinate Judge of Bhagulpore, under 
Act VIIL of 1859, section 327, to file the award. The Subordinate Judge held that 
it was not proved that the goniasta had done as required by the award, and ordered 


* Miscellaneous Regular Appeal, No. 416 of 1868, from an order of the Judge of 
Bhagulpore, dated the 24th June 1868, affirming an order of the Subordinate 
Judge of that district, dated the 17th Septemher 1867. . 
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‘him to pay the deficit, The gomasta appealed to the J udge, who held tas’ rat 


lay from the judgment of the Subordinate Judge enforcing ‘the award? e 
Held, on special appeal, that the Subordinate Judge’s judgment decided a question 
of fact not determined by the award, and that an appeal would lie. 


Baboos Ramesh Chandra Mitter and Taraknath Palit for 
appellant. 


Baboos Chandra Madhab Ghose and Abinash Chandra Baner- 
jee for respondent. 


Tux facte are sufficiently clear from the following judgment 
delivered by 


‘Neda: J.—The plaintiff, Srikrishna, is a mahajan ; and the 
defendant, Rambhanjan, is his gomasta. Srikrishna sued Ram- 
bhanjan for an account of the profits of certain kutis, one of 
which was at Bhagulpore. The dispute between them was 
referred to arbitration. The arbitrators found that there was 
a sum of rupees 725-11-9 appearing to be due by third parties 
to the Bhagulpore kuti, and that of this sum rupees 483-13 
was the share of Srikrishna, the mahajan, and the residue, 


> 


rupees 241-14-6, of Rambhanjan Sing, the gomasta., The. 


award went on to state that, if the sum of rupees 483-13-6 ` 
could “ not be recovered from the debtors, or if it be not proved 


that they have taken it,” that sum must be paid by Rambhanjan 


to Srikrishna. It went on to state that Rambhanjan was to . 


make muhabala of this sum of rupees 483-13-6 (meaning that 
he was to point out the debtors, and show, on comparison of their 
accounts, that this sum was really due); and if there should -be 
no proof of the alleged arrears being due from the debtors to the 
firm, he should pay the amount to Srikrishna out of his own 
pocket. The award contained a declaration that the sum of 
rupees 553-13-6 found due in respect of the accounts of another 
kuti, was paid by Rambhanjan to Srikrishna immediately after 


_ the making of the award. 


The plaintiffs applied to the Subordinate Judge of Bhagulpore, 
under section 327, to file the award. . The defendant objected 
that the award could not be filed, and alleged that he had been 
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1869 willing tomake mukabala of the sum that was due “fron the 
Raxouansan debtors of the firm. f 
The Subordinate Judge tried that question, and found that it 
was not proved that the defendant had made the mukabala. He 
gave judgment that the plaintiffs “suit be decreed, and that 
the defendant do pay to the plaintiff rupees 483-13, with 
interest from date of suit to that of realization, and costs and 
interest.” From that decision the defendant appealed to the 
Judge. The Judge held, firstly, that no appeal lay from the 
judgment enforcing award under section 327; and, secondly, he 
thought that the Principal Sudder Ameen had jurisdiction, 
because “ the matter to which the award relates, must determine’ 
“the jurisdiction in this case: the matter exceeded 1,000 
“rupees, and hence the Principal Sudder Ameen had jurisdic- . - 
“tion.” From that decision the defendant has appealed to this 
` Court specially. We are of opinion that the decision of the 
Judge is erroneous. The 325th section of Act VIII. of 1859 
enacts that, “in every casein which judgment shall þe given 
according to the award, the judgment shall ‘be final.” If, then, 
this judgment is a judgment given “ according to the award,” 
within the meaning of the words of that section, no appeal lies. 
We think the expression “judgment according to the award,” 
refers only to the case of a judgment simply following an award 
where the Court enforcing the award exercises no judgment on 
the matters referred, but simply enforces the decision of the 
arbitrators, not to a case where the Court pronounces a new and 
distinct decision, founded partly upon the award, and partly upon 
matters which were in issue before itself, and which were never 
in issue before and never adjudicated upon by the arbitrators. 
‘We may observe that the 325th section does not take away 
the appeal, when the award is submitted in the form of a special 
case, and the Court passes judgment according to its own opinion 
on the special case. This shows that it is not intended to take 
‘away the appeal when the judgment proceeds, though in part 
only, upon matters independent of, and decided by, the award, 
Here the judgment of the Principal Sudder Ameen was not a 
judgment according to the award, but proceeds on the determina- 
tion of a question of fact not decided by the award, The appeal 
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was not against any decision or determination of thé ‘arbitrators, 


` but against a finding of the Subordinate J udge on & question of 


fact. We are not prepared to say that the plaintiff. has not a 
right to ask to have the award filed under the 327th section; and, 
therefore, we do not at once dismiss the suit. 

We think that there is nothing in the award, as it stands st 
present, which is capable of being enforced without a fresh 
suit. 

We think that the application is one which might have been 
brought in the Moonsiff’s Court. It is clear that the Moonsiff 
has jurisdiction in respect of the demand of the account of the 
Bhagulpore Audi, viz., rupees 725, which is all which remained 
in dispute when the award was finally made. But we are not 
prepared to say that the plaintiff is not entitled to a decree 
setting out the entire award, which would operate as a declaratory 
decree as regards the accounts of the other kuti. This would 
bring the case within the jurisdiction of the Subordinate Judge, 

We, therefore, think that the Judge’s decision on the question 
of jurisdiction must stand. 

The respondent will pay the costs of this appeal and of the 
hearing before the Judge. 


E. JACKSON, J.—I also think that the case must be remand- 
ed, in order that the Judge may decide the appeal before him, as 
to whether the defendant is liable for the sum of rupees 483 
annas 13. The Judge was right, in my opinion, in the view he 
took as to this suit being improperly instituted as a suit mer ely 


to enforce on award. The award, as it stands, cannot be enforced. ` 


It must fitet be ascertained whether the defendant made muhkabala 
or not; or whether even now the defendant can make mukabala. 
The meaning of making muhabala is simply that the defendant 
must prove that the money was paid to the other parties, and is 


due from them, so that the plaintiff can recover it directly from 


them. If the defendant cannot do this, he is to be liable for the 
money himself. No time is specified in the award, and, therefore, 
it seems to me that even now, if the defendant can do what the 
award requires of him, he should be allowed to doit. If the 
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judgment of the first Court had been only an order D enforce 


REE the award, it inight have been final, but it is morethan this. 
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The suit should not, I think, have been brought under the 327th 
section, but having been so brought and allowed,, perhaps the 
Judge is right to let it stand. Still he must decide the appeal 
on the question which the award left undecided. 


Before Mr. Justice Loch. 


FAKTIRUDDIN MOHAMMED ASAN CHOWDHRY (Appeusanr) 
v. NAJUMUNNISSA CHOWDHRAIN anv orHsrs (ResponpEnts.)* 


Privy Council Appeal—Review.: 


. 


Where an application for review was rejected, and no appeal to the Privy Coun- 
cil was filed against the order of rejection, papers filed with the application for - 
review, will not be forwarded with the record to the Privy Council on the appeal 
of the case. 


Mr. R. T. Allan for appellant, petitioner. 
- Baboo Kali Mohan Doss for respondents. 


Locs, J.—Tuts is an application that certain papers filed 
with an application for review, should be transmitted with the 
record to the Privy Council; and in support of the application, 
Mr. Allan has produced an order of the Privy Council of the 
9th December 1868, in the case of Khujoorunnissa, petitioner 
and appellant to the Privy Council, by which order the Privy 


` ‘Council directed that the papers presented with the petition of 
. review, should be transmitted with the record to England. But, 
„in that case, their Lordships do not lay down a general rule 
-that, where an application for review. has been made and 


rejected, such application, with any papers accompanying the 
petition of review, is to be sent with the record to the Privy 
Council. 

There isa ruling of the Full Bench of this Court, Raja 
Syud Enaet Hossein v. Rani Roushun Jehan (1), which 
rules that, where an application for review has been rejected, 
the papers relating to the review are not to be sent to Eng- 

“Privy Council Appeal, No. '718 of 1864. 2 
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land, as they do not form a part of the record; and on Te- 1869 
ferring to Macphersons Privy Council Practice, page 123, Faxmuvo 


Momwp1ep 


I find that “the Sudder Adawlut having decided. a cause, an Asax Cuow- 
fe application, for review of judgment was made to it, and fresh he 
“evidence was tendered. The Sudder Adawlut refused to PAO ty 
“grant a review. The original decree was appealed from, 
* but not the order refusing a review. The Judicial Committee 
“ declined to consider the additional evidence, although it was 
e included in the transcript.” 

The case alluded to in Macpherson is that of Sheikh Imdad Ali 
v. Mussdmat Kootby Begum (1); and in page 7, their Lordships 
say: “ that, as the appeal was from the decree of the 31st May 1831 
* only, the objection was valid, and the subsequent order not 
“ being appealed from, the documents produced to the Court 
“ought not to have formed part of the transcript.” 

As no appeal has been filed from the order passed on the 
application for review, I think this application ought ‘to be 


rejected, and it is hereby rejected with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


KASIMUDDI KHANDKAR (Puarmrirr) v. NADIR ALI TARAFDAR 
AND OTHERS (Dersnpants.)* 1869 


Kabuliat—Enhanced Rate—Potta—New Ground. ; = 


In a suit for a kabuliat, at on enhanced rate, under a potta, the term of which wero 
that the lessce should hold the lands for four years rent-free ; that after measure- ` 
ment the lands were to be assessed ; that then that he was to pay four annasa biga - in 
year 1265, six annas in 1266, and eight annas and three gundas in 1267 and for five 
yenre after, held, this did not constitute a mokurari holding at a fixed rate. Case was 
remanded to ascertain what were the rates of similar lands in the neighbourhood in 
1274, and decree to be made accordingly. 

Held algo, that a fresh ground could not be taken in appeal which had not been 
taken below, though based upon a Full Bench Ruling. 


* Special Appeal, No. 1792 of 1868, from a decree of the Jndge of Jessore, dated 
tho 27th April 1868, reversing a decree of the Deputy Colector of that district 
~datod tho 31st December 1866. 
(1) 3 Moore, L AA > 
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Baboos Kali Mohan Doss and Bhawani Charan Dutt for re- 


spondents. 


THE facts appear sufficiently in the judgment delivered by 
Locu, J.—This was a suit for a kabuliat at an enhanced 


` xate. The Judge has disposed of it by referring to a judg- 


ment of this Court, in the case of Golam Ali v. Baboo Gopal 
Lal Thakoor (1), and has held that the words “full customary 
rent” are equivalent to saying that, when the rent reaches that 


rate, it will be considered permanent. 
in the case of Bharat Chandra Aitch v. Gaurmani Dasi (2), 


“(1 9 W. R., 65. 


(2) Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr, Justice 
Hobhouse. 


BHARAT CHANDRA AITOH v. GAUR 
iz MANI DASI.* 


The judgment in this case was deli- 
véred on the lith January 1869, by 


Hoxxovss, J.—Tun suitin the Court 
below was for arrears of rent at an increas- 
ed rate. The defendant holds under what 


- is called a jungle-buri howla tenure, by 


a potta dated 29th Baisakh 1250; and 
the questions in the Courts below were 
much the same questions which are now 
raised in special appeal before us, 
. Special appellant contends : 
First.—That he is not bound to pay 
enhanced rent, becanse his potta does 
not provide for; but rather in its terms 
preclades, enhancement. 
Secondly,—If I understand him right, 
he argues that there can be no increase in 
his howla settlement, because no such 


* increase had ever been made in such set- 


tlements since the rates of the khosra or 
under-tenures have risen from rupee 1-4 
to rupee 1-8 a biga ; and 

Thwrdly.—He contenda, that if he is 
héld liable to pay enhanced ront, he is 


There is another ruling 


entitled to have deducted from the amount 
of such enhancement whatever expenses 
he incurred in clearing the lands in 
making them fit for cultivation, his tenure 
having been in the first instance what is 
called jangle-buri tenure, 

In support of his first contention, the 
special appellant relies upon ‘the case of 
Golam Ali v. Gopal Lal Thakoor (1), and 
no doubt there is a very great similarity 
between the document discnssed in that 
case and the’ document now before us, But 
the documents being different documents, 
we do not think we should be justified in 
following any precedent, which does not 
really touch upon the very document 
actually before us; and it follows that 
we must put the best construction we can 
upon the document now before us. The 
terms in the document on which thè 
special appellant relies, aro these : that the 
lands covered by it shall be held rent-free 
for a period of five years, viz., from 1250 
to 1254, and for the year 1255 ; the lands 
shall bear a rate of five annas per biga ; 
for the year 1256, a rate of 10 annas per 
biga; and that from the year 1257, the 
rate to be paid every year shall be the 
“ pura dastur” or fall customary rate of 
14 annas. 

On the terms of this document, the 
special appellant contends that the inten- 


* Special Appeal, No. 4 of 1868, from Jessore, 


~ * (1) 9 W. By 6b, 


2 
è 
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in which it is held that the words “full customary rate” referred 


‘to the highest rate for the time being, i. e., at the time when the 


potta was‘drawn up. 

Looking into the terms of the lease before us, we find that the 
lessee was to hold the lands for fourgears rent-free; and that 
after a measurement, the lands were to be assessed; thathe was then 
to pay four annas a biga in the year 1265, six annas in 1266, 
and eight annas and three gundas in 1267, and for five years after. 
So that at the close of these five years, the lease would fall in. 
This, we think, is a much stronger case than that of Bharat 
Chandra Aitch v. Gaurmani Dasi referred to above; and 
under the terms of the lease before us, we think the defendants 
have no ground for urging that, by the words “ full customary. 
rates,” the rates were to be considered as permanently fixed. 

Another objection has been taken that the Full Bench Ruling 
case of- Golam Mohammed v. Asmutali Khan Chowdhry (1) is 


applicable to this case. We think, however, that the respondent 
(1) Case No. 1175 of 1867 ; 19th March 1868. 


tion of the parties was that from the 
year 1257 and thereafter, no higher rate 
than the full customary rate of 14 annas 
should ever bo taken for the lands. We 
think this contention is not sound. We 
think the meaning of the parties simply 
was, that inasmuch as the ryot, appellant 
before us, was bringing those lands into 
cultivation for the first time, he should, 
as an encouragement and as a re-payment 
for his exponses and labor, pay for those 
lands for a certain period cither no rent 
at all, or at something less than customm y 
rates; and that when that period had 
expired, he should pay for the lands at 
full customary rates, whatever thoy 
might be for the time being, the rate of 
14 annas being found in this caso the rate 
at the period for the settlement; and wo 
think it would be going too far were we 
to say that by such a condition as is here 
recited, the landlord bound himself never 
to exercise the priviloge which, generally 
speaking, all landlords have of enhancing 
rents under certain given circumstances. 
On the second objection taken, we 
remark that when once it is determined 
that the plaintiff quay enhance the rates 
in question, the ‘only question then left 


is to ascertain what is the fair rate ‘at 
which, under the pleadings, that enhance- 
ment should be mado; and we think 
that the Court below has, upon the 
evidence, arrived at a proper finding on 
this point. It says that when the under- 
tenants paid l rapeo 4 annas per biga 
to the howladar, he paid 14 annas to the 
landlord. So when now the under-tonants 
pay l rupee 8 annas to the howladar, it 
is only fair that he should pay one rapes 
to the landlord. Wethink this finding si 
a proper one of a fair and equitable, rate, 

And on the third objection taken, we 
agree with the Appellate Oourt below. 
We think the appellint’s expenses in 
bringing the lands to the state in which 
they now are, cannot be taken into con- 
sideration in assessing the enhanced 
rates to be paid; for a consideration had 
already been given for these expenses, 
and it was this, mz, that of paying no 
rent at all for five years aud that of 
paying less rent for the two years imme- 
diately preceding the year 1257. 

Tn this view wot the objections taken, 
we dismiss the special appeal with costs. 


Loos, J —I entirely concar, 
4, 
ka 37. O -a 
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cannot be allowed to make use of the objections raised in that 
case at this stage of ‘the suit. The .questions raised i in that case 
were not urged in this suit in the Courts below. The ‘simple 
question thera raised was, whether the plaintiff could ask for a 
kabuliat, at an enhanced ¢ate, under the terms of the lease. This 
therefore, is the only question which we think can be decided 
upon now. The case, we think, should be remanded to the first 


‘Court to ascertain, from the evidence on the record, what were the 


rates payable in 1274, by the same class of ryots for lands of 
similar descriptions, and with similar advantages in the places 
adjacent. The costs to follow the result. 


Hosuovse, J.—I should have been content to rest my judg- 
ment in this case, on the judgment which Mr. Justice Loch and I 


have already given in a somewhat similar case, that of Bharat 


Chandra Aitch v. Gaurmani Dasi (1),butI think that the terms 


15 May 


themselves of the kabuliat, in this instance, expressly declare that ` 
the lease in question is not a mokurari lease ; for by those terms it ` 


is declared that the rental, which the defendant now sets up as æ 
mokurari rental, is only to last fora period of five years, from the 
year 1267. Ithink, therefore, that the Judge is wrong in holding 
this lease to be a mokurari one, and I do not think that the special 


_ respondent is entitled, at this stage of the suit, to take an advantage. 


of the ruling in the case of Golam Mohammed v, Asmutali Khan 


` Chowdhry (2).. The plaintiff sued for a kabuliat at an enhanced ` 


rate.. The defendant did not contend that the suit ought to be dig- 
missed for any of the reasons specified in the Full Bench Ruling 
quoted above, but he raised two points: he said, first of all, that 
he was not bound to give a kabuliat at an enhanced rate at all, 
because his present lease was a mokurrari one ; then he said that, if 
he was bound to give a kabuliat, it was overrated at rates lower 
than those claimed by the plaintiff. 

The only question remaining now between the parties is ag 
to what those rates are upon the evidence, and I agree, with my 
learned colleague, in remanding the case to the first Court to 
ascertain from the evidence on the record, what those rates should 
be; and when the Court has determined those rates, it will give the 
plaintiff a decree fora kabuliat atthe rates itfinds for the year 1274, 


(1) Ante 266 N. (2) Case No, 1175 of 1867 ; 19th March 1868, 
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Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr, Justice Markby. 


DHANPAT SING DOGAR (Pratatrre) v. RAHMAN MANDAL ` 
(Dgrexpant.*)- 


Limitation— Accounts—Aot X. of 1859, 8. 33. 


Section 38, Act X. of 1869 gives the benefit of the extended period of limita- 
tion to a man who shows reasonable diligonce, and not to one who having the. 
means of knowledge carelessly neglects to investigate the accounts. 

THs was a suit brought by the plaintiff, against the defendant, 
on the 6th September 1866, for the recovery of the amount due 
upon an adjustment of account, on the allegation that the defend- 
ant had been employed from Chaitra 1260 (April 1863) to the 
end of 1271 (April 1864); that he had not remitted the whole 
amount collected by him, nor had he delivered the papers in his 
possession. The defendant set up in his defence that he had been 
employed as a gomasta, under Mangaleswari, in 1270 (1863) and 
under the plaintiff in 1271 (1864); thathe had delivered the 
papers of 1270 (1863) to the plaintiff, and those of 1271 
(1864), to Chandra Kant Roy, plaintifi’s gomasta. 

The Deputy Collector found that the suit was not brought 
within one year after receipt of the papers and accounts, . nor 
within one year after the determination of the agency; that 


. the agency, he further found, had determined from the day the 
` > defendant was suspended, viz. Chaitra, 1271 (April 1864); that the 


defendant had delivered his account of 1271 before Sraban ‘1272 
(August 1865), and the case not having been commenced within 
one year from the date when the account was rendered, was barred 
by limitation, 4. B. Mackintosh v. Woomesh Chunder Bose (1). 
On appeal, the Judge held, that no special limitation, on the 
ground of fraud, can be allowed, since the fact of suspension was 
the evidence of the discovery or suspicion of fraud, and as the 
suit had not been instituted within a year from the date of 


` suspension, the suit was barred. 


* Special Appeal, No. 2087 of 1868, from the decree of the Officiating Judge of 
Moorshedabad, dated the 27th of April 1868, affirming a decree of the Deputy 
Collector of that district, dated the 22nd of January 1867. 


(1) 3 W. R, Act X. Ral, 121. 
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Tn apecial appeal, the High Court (Manrxsy and Mirrer, JJ.) 
DEER remanded the case to the Judge, to try the question whether 
fraudulent accounts had been delivered by the defendant to the 


plaintiff; 
plaintiff; 


and if so, when the fraud had been first known to the 
and to dispose of the question of limitation according 
_ to. his finding (1). 


0) Byjire Mr, Justice Slarkby and Mr. Justice tiff ns the-time when he discovered the 


Aitter. 


DHANPAT SING DOGAR (PLAINTIFF) 
v. RAHMAN MANDAL (Derenpant).* 


The- plaintiff in this case smed his 


_ agent, in the Collector’s Court, for money 
‘received on his account. The defendant 


sót up a plea of limitation. Both the 
lower Courts held, that the suit was not 
broùglit within one year of the termina- 


. tion of the agency, and on that ground 


dismissed’ tho suit. 
_ Upon "appeal by the plaintiff, two 
objections have been taken : first, it is said 


. that the date of the determination of the 


agency was wrongly fixed in Ohaitra, 
1271; for, on that occasion, the defend- 
ant was oply suspended. Now it is true 
that, suspension may be a very different 
but we think that 


pension?” -in the sense of dismissal, for 
nthe plaintiff himself in his plaint makes 


? use of „a veruncular expression which 


implies a complete removal. 
The other objection is this. The plain- 


thf sought to extend the period of limit- 


ation, on the ground that fraudulent 
accounts were delivered, and that the suit 
was brought within one year from the time 
when the fraud was first known to him ; and 
the appellant now complains of the way in 
which this part of the case has been dis- 
posed of. The Judge says : “ No special 
limitation on the ground of fraud can be 
allowed, since the fact of suspension is 
the evidence of the discovery or the sus- 
picion of fraud.” We are of opinion 
that this is not a sntisfactory finding. 

q A specific date was stated by the plain- 


frand, and the Judge should have found 
specifically when the fraud was first 
known to the plaintiff. The Judge says 
that at the suspension ‘there was a sus- 
picion of fraud ; but this is a very different 
thing from knowledge ; and it is know- 
ledge, not suspicion, which is spoken of 
by the statute (section 83 of Act X. of 
1859) which applies to this case, < 

It has, however, been further contended, 
that, as it is found as a fact that the 
accounts were delivered before Sraban, 
1272, the suit, which was not commenced 
till Bhadra, 1273, is manifestly too late. 
It is argued that when the accounts were 
delivered, the plaintiff had the means of 
knowing that a fraud had been commit- 
ted; and that when he had the means of 
knowledge, he must be taken to have 
known of the fraud. But we cannot give 
our assent to either of these propositions, 
An inspection of the accounts-would, in 
many cases, give no information as to the 
frand, which might be: only discover- 
able by comparing the accounts with 
other sources of: information. Nor are 
means of knowledge, and knowledge in 
2 general sense, indentical. Suppose s 
large mass of papers and accounts to be 
handed over by an agent to his employer ; 
it may be that by a long, careful, and 
patient examination of these, a fraud 
would be discovered, and the employer 
has, therefore, in his hands the means 
of knowledge. But how can it be 
said that means of knowledge is, in 
such a case, equivalent to knowledge? . 
On the other hand, we do notat all mean 
to hold, that a man is at liberty carelessly 
to shut his eyes to information within 
hia reach; and in this or other ways, 


* Special Appeal, No. 1971 of 1867, from Moorshedabad. 
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On remand, the Judge taking into consideration the disiniisal 1869 
of the defendant and the appointment of his successor, notified to DuaxrarSrxo 
the ryots, on thé 27th Baisakh 1272 (8th May 1865), and the fact ` v. 
RAHMAN 
that subsequent collections were made and receipts granted by Maxpar, 
the latter, found that the date ‘specified by the defendant, 3rd 
Jaishta 1272, or 15th May 1865, was the date on which the ac- 
counts were filed. He further found that the plaintiff had means | 
of knowledge in Jaishta 1272 (May 1865) as his suspicions were 
aroused, and the accounts rendered were not of great bulk;’ that 
the plaintiff, fully alive to his own interest, had put in another 
gomasta without delay, and that gomasta made all subsequent ` 
collections, and that under these circumstances the plaintif?s 
allegation that it took him 10 or 11 months to discover the fraud 
. ‘of the defendant, could not be upheld. He further found, that 
the plaintiff did carelessly shut his eyes to the information within 
his reach ; that he had neglected his interests, and that, from ‘this, 
as well as the fact of the dismissal of the defendant, he had know- 
ledge of the fraud much previously of which he had not ‘ayailed 
himself. He, accordingly, dismissed the appeal. ; ; 
The plaintiff appealed to the High Court. i ; 


Mr. R. T. Allan and Baboo Krishna Dayal Roy for appellant. ‘ 
Baboo Mohini Mohan Roy for respondent. i o- 


MARKBY, J.—It seers to me that the decision of the lower: T 
“Appellate Court ought.to be affirmed. I must say that Ihave ` 


means of knowledge may sometimes be delivery of the accounts and the discovery 
very properly said to be equivalent to of the fraud, which distinction, a deci- 
knowledge. sion In the sense contended for would , 
We have no doubt that this isthe true wholly annihilate. 
explanation of the expressions used by Tho case will, therefore, be remand- 
Mr. Justice Morgan in the case of ed to the Judge to try the question 
Mackintosh v. Woomesh Chunder Bose (1). whether fraudulent accounts were teli- 
It could not have been intended to lay vered by the defendant to the: plaintiff, 
down asan abstract proposition, that, when and if go, when the fraud was first known - 
fraudulent accounts are delivered, the suit to the plaintiff, and ho will dispose of 
must be brought within one year from the question of limitation’ in accordance 
the date of delivery, for tho Act makes with this finding, 
a most clear distinction between the 


š (1) 8 W. Rn Act X. Rul, 121. 
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1869 ‘very considerable doubt whether the point taken by Mr. Allan, 
RERS Danrar Sme on behalf of the plaintiff who ‘appeals, is now open to him. Upon 
eee the former occasion we thought that the Judge of the Zilla 
„Aasna, Court had not come to a clear finding upon the point when the 
plaintiff got actual knowledge of the fraud, and thereupon we 
; were about to remand the case, when the defendant objected that, 
2 „as he bad proved upon the evidence that the plaintiff had means 
` of lniowledge more than a year before the suit was brought, and 
7 ag that was the same thing as if he had had actual knowledge 
* in the sense in which that word is used in section 33, Act X. of 
1859 (1), it was unnecessary to remand the case; and in support. of 
that contention he relied upon the decision, by Moraan and ’ 
STEER, JJ.,in 4. B. Mackintosh v. Woomesh Chunder Bose (2). 
> In discussing that case on the former occasion, we pointed out . 
that, under many circumstances means of knowledge and actual, 
knowledge may be very different things, but we are very careful 
to say at the same timethat a man is not at liberty to shut his eyes 
to information within his reach, and so lengthen indefinitely the 
period of time within which he is to make his claim, and thé 
means of knowledge may, in some cases, be said to be equivalent 
to knowledge. Now that, I think, points out to the Judge 
exactly how we thought he ought to approach the consideration 
‘of this case, and it appears to me that he has done so in his judg- 
ment, and has most carefully followed those directions, As I have 
said, I have very great doubt whether it is open to Mr. Allan to 
` contend that those decisions were wrong. I must ‘say, however, 
and in this matter I speak for myself alone, that it appears 
- to me that those directions were perfectly right. -I cannot con- 
ceive that the Legislature could have intended by this section 
that aman who did not take the trouble to look after his own 
“interests, and carelessly chose to let accounts lie for a long period 
of time uninvestigated, could at any time, after many years, 


t 


e 


(1)-Sec, 33 * * * agent, or if any frandulent account shall 
“Provided that, if the person having have been rendered by the agent, the suit 
the right to sue shall, by means of fraud, may be brought within one year from the 
„have been kept from the knowledge of time when the fraud shall have been first 
the receipt of any such money by the known to such person,” cn A 


(2) 3 W. B, Act X Rul, 121. i 
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suddenly take’ up the accounts, examine them, and say in angwer 1869 

to any question of limitation that he had not discovered the Daanrar Sma 
fraud until he chose to-make the investigation.” It appears to - ae 

me quite clear that the Legislature only intended to give the Pepe 
benefit of the extended period to a man who shewed enepaahle 

diligence in the investigation of his accounts. os i ` 


JACKSON, J.—I am of the same opinion. It appears to me’ 
that the Judge has acted in full conformity to the directions 
upon temand; and as to the propriety or otherwise of those 

~ directions, I do not consider it is open to other Judges to enter- 
tain any question. But as the question has been raised, I have 
no hesitation in saying, for my, own part, that I think those 
directions were quite correct. I think it would be quite 
+ unreasonable to contend, and the Court would not be justified in 
conceding that a party, who brings a suit under séction 33, 
Act X. of 1859, should be allowed to say in literal conformity 
with the words of the section “although I had full means of 
knowledge, and might have known, if I had chosen, that a fraud 
had been perpetrated on me, I chose not to avail myself of 
those means of knowledge, and to keep myself uninformed until 
a certain date specified, and I claim to bring my suit, having - 
become informed upon that date, within one year from the 
period of knowledge, If that were so,a man who desired to 
persecute an agent whom he had dismissed, or even a man who’ ` 
had a reasonable cause of complaint against an agent, might say 
_ to.himself my agent has now furnished me with accounts. It 
will suit my convenience to sue him five years hence when all 
evidence on his side may have disappeared, or when he may have. ` 
died, and his representatives will have to defend the suit. And 
therefore I will put those accounts aside, and at the end of that- ` 
time I will open them, and allege that a fraud has come to my 
knowledge, and then bring a suit at my convenience.” This was- 
not, I think, the intention of the Legislature. I think it must - 
have been meant that the suit should have been brought within 
one year from the time at which a person using reasonable 
diligence and acting in good faith first became acquainted with 
the fraud perpetrated against him. The decision of the lower 
Appellate Court will be affirmed with costs. 


a ` si 2 ka . ce ` 
` 2 a * . 
. = : oi g 


- ` Before Mr. Justice Tačison and Mre pae “Markby. 


` 


; Pee MAHESH. CHANDRA BANDOPADHYA TESE of SRIMATI 
pea es e BABADA DEBI (Prarmrtirr.)* 


` S ~, Onus Probandi—Possession— Tule. 


- In & suit tò recover possession of certain property, on proof that the plaintiff had 
been`diapossessed by a benamidar, in: whose favor a conveyance had been executed by 
Z ; the plaiitiff’s father, held, that the presumption arising from the defendant’s “recent 
and unexplgined possession being rebutted by the plaintiff’s prior continuons and 
peaceful poisession, the defendant must shew affirmatirely that his title was a valid 
one,"and ‘could not raise the defence, that the plajntiff was prevented from showing 

it to be-inyalid. ta aot i 


- + Baboo Rajendra Nath Bose'for appellant. ee Ea 
Baboo Girija Sankar Mozoomdar for respondent. 


+ 
- Tue facts of the case are fully set out in the TNE hich 
J" was delivered by 


: Markey J,—In this case the plaintiff sued to recover posses- 
sion of certain property, which she claimed Nái inheritance from 

- , ` her father. 

It appears that the property in PTEE was attached : “ia 1266 
(1859) in some execution proceedings, whereupon the present 
defendant put in a claim to it, alleging that he had purchased it 
from the plaintiffs father. The claim was rejected; and the 
defendant then instituted a suit against the plaintiff and the 
_ attaching decree-holder, in order to establish his-right to the, pro- 
“perty. In that suit the present plaintiff and the decree-holder 

* admitted a formal conveyance from the father of the plaintiff 

: “to the defendant, but alleged that it was what is called a -benami 

>= + transaction ; that, notwithstanding the conveyance, the original 
owner was to remain solely entitled to the property. That suit 
was dismissed: ‘and on appeal the decree dismissing the suit was . 


P 5 Special i No. 1236 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of East Burdwan, EN 
~ dated the 13th Decembor:1867, affirming the decree of the Principal Suddor Ameen 
of that district, dated the 10th of June 1867. E ` 


> 


“ 
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confirmed by theate Sudder Court; tt being considered that 
the property, notwithstanding the- conveyance, bolga to. the 
father of the phaintiff, respondent. ` 


275 


o hua 
7 1869 


SSS 
Manksn ° 


~ CoANpHA 


"Baporapu YA 


Subsequently to this last suit, the defendant, ‘in the month ‘of Sania Ba- 


Baisakh 1271 (1864), got’ possession of the property; and the 


plaintiff in this’ suit now seeks to recover it back from him. It - , 


is not stated how it came to pass that the property remained 
unsold, notwithstanding the attachment of it in execution, and 
the decree of the late Sudder Court, which had the effect of estab- 


lishing that it was liable to be sold under that attachment; but - 
it may ‘be presumed that the plaintiff or her father satisfied the. 
judgment-creditor in some other way. Nor is it stated how the , 
defendant, appellant, got into possession of the property ; but it. 
', is found, as a fact, in this case, by the Courts below, and that fact 


must’ be now accepted by us, that from the date of the benami 
deed in 1260 (1853), down to the time of the dispossession of the 
plaintiff by the defendant, in 1271 (1864), she and her father 
before her were continuously in possession. 

Both the lower Courts have given the plaintiff a aided against 
which the defendant now appeals; and his contention is that the 
plaintiff cannot succeed, because of the deed of 1260 (1853) 
which, as dgainst her, must be taken to be a good and valid instru- 
ment, on the principle that no person can set up his own fraud. 
He relies*very strongly on his present possession, and argues that 
the whole ‘onus of proving her case is thereby thrown upon the 


plaintif. As general principles, the propositions here stated are. 


true, but they carry the defendant a very little way in the case 
now before us. The mere accident of possession does not 


BADA DEBL 


> 


necessarily determine cases of this description. The defendant l 


acquired possession quite recently, after a Court of competent 
jurisdiction had declared that he had no title, and that the plaint- 
iff had a good one; he does not shew how he came into `posses- 
gion ; and it may have been, indeed it almost must have been, by 
force or fraud. I shoúld have considered that there was, under 
‘such circumstances, a conclusive answer to the presumption arising 


„in favor of the defendant from present possession only ; and that, , 


"after the prior decision, we were bound to conclude. that the 


‘defendant’s posgession was under no title, and that the plaintiff 


88—C 
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___ 1869 ` ‘had a good title to recover possession. But even if this case 
E ae ‘had. to be decided independently of the former decision between 
BaxvorapuyAa the parties, still I think the plaintiff would succeed. The plaint- 
snag a iff has established, or it has been admitted, that this property was 

her father’s, and that she and her father were continuously and 
peaceably in possession, until she was recently dispossessed by 
the defendant. This prior continuous and peaceable possession 
would completely answer the presumption, arising from the 
defendant’s recent and unexplained possession, and would shift 
back upon him the onus of proving that he had aequired this 
property by a good title from the plaintiff or her father. Thus 
the defendant would be driven to rely on the benami deed, which 
it is quite manifest that he would be unable todo, The princi- 
ple of law which would prevent the plaintiff from asserting the , 
invalidity of this deed, applies just as strongly to the defendant 
asserting its validity ; it being admitted to be fraudulent, and he 
being a party to it; and the question in this case is not to be 
decided by simply considering who is plaintiff, and who is defend- 
ant, but by considering how the matter would ‘stand, if the deed 
were not in existence. Clearly the plaintiff would then suceeed. 
It is the defendant, therefore, who relies on the deed, and as 
against him who was a party to the fraud, I think that the 
invalidity of the deed may be relied on even by the plaintiff, who 
claims through a party to it. I think the appeal oaght to be 
dismissed with costs. 


L. S. Jaoxson, J.~-I entirely concur. 


Before Mr. Justice L. 8. Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 


1869 NABAKRISHNA MOOKERJHE (Prater) v. THE COLLECTOR OF 
March 1. ©- HOOGHLY ann anorser (Deranpants.}* 
Infringement of Rigkt—Damages. i 
Proof of infringement of a right, without proof of actual loss, does not neces- 
sarily entitlo a plaintiff in this country to a verdict for nominal damages, 


: * Regular Appeal, No. 33 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Hooghly, dated 


the 28th August 1867,7 . 


v Reports, 


ay; 1869, 
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Mr. R. T. Allan for appellant. ‘ i 1869 
Nanarmsmna 
Baboo Anukul Chandra Mookerjee for respondents. ere 

Tur Cor- 
R LECTOR 

THE facts are fully stated in the judgment of or Hoocury, 


JACKSON, J—In this case it appears that, about the year 1855, 
a dispute arose between Government and the zemindars, in the 
district of Burdwan, as to the duties of village chowkidars holding 
chakran lands, the Government insisting that they were liable . 
to perform none but police duties, the zemindar (so it is stated) 
insisting that they were liable to perform none but zemindari 
duties (1). The result of the litigation which ensued upon that 
dispute was that, in 1864, it was finally determined that the 

-duties of these chowkidars were of a mixed character, partly 
police and partly zemindari. 

In May 1855, Government, acting on their own view of the 
matter, issued orders prohibiting the chowkidars from perform- 
ing any other than police duties; and one of these orders was 
issued to Kani Bagdi, who, together with the Government, is 
now sued by the zemindar, for Rs. 60, for damages incurred by 
the zemindar in consequence of his having failed to perform his 
zemindari duties. 

In October 1864, that- is, as soon as the rights of the re- 
spective parties were finally determined, the prohibitory order of 
1855 was withdrawn by the Government. This suit was brought 
in May 1865. 

Five other suits were brought at the same time K the plaint- 
iff in respect of the loss of services of other chowkidars. The 
Judge of the Zilla Court, who tried the suits, dismissed all of 
them, on the ground, as we understand his judgment, that the 
plaintiff had not proved any damages. 

The plaintiff, by this regular appeal, as appellant in one of 
these cases, asks us to reverse this decision, but we think he has 
not given any evidence upon which we can assess any damages 
in this case. 

There is no question of right now to be decided ; the plaintiff's 
right has been fully admitted by the Government; the only ques- 

ò (1) 10 Moore, L A., 45. 
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1869 __tion is, to what sum of money the plaintiff is entitled by way of 
NABAKRISIOVA 


MooxEnsae compensation for the injury he has suffered. 


Tim Cor The ‘evidence on this question is extremely vague. The most í 
or HooaELy. tangible is that of Gobind Chandra Gangooly, who says that & 

tehsildar and two nugdis have been appointed m, excess, in 
x consequence of the failure of the chowkidars, to perform the 
zemindari duties; and that the plaintiff suffered a monthly loss 
of ten rupees, the pay of the tehsildar and two nugdis. But, 
in the first place, we are unable to understand what connexion 
there is between the duties of chowkidar and tehsildar ; the duties 
of the latter being, as this witness himself states, confined to writ- 
ing. Tt seems to us, therefore, that rupees 4 a month, the amount 
of the tehsildar’s wages, must be excluded. This reduces the 
> alleged monthly loss to six rupees, but that sum is to be divided 
amongst all the chowkidars of all the mehals, and no data are 
given upon which that division can be made. It is obvious that, 
unless this division is made, the plaintiff, who is bringing other 
actions, may recover the same damages several times over. But, 
in fact, we do not believe that there is any -real foundation for 
this allegation of damage. We have no doubt that it is extreme- 
ly convenient to the zemindar to be able occasionally to call in 
the services of the chowkidar to assist in obtaining his rent from 
arefractory tenant, but we do not believe that his ability to doso 
makes any real difference in the number of servants he requires 
for collecting his rents. The plaintiff in this case has not ven- 
tured to state that he has dismissed s single servant since the 
` order of Government was withdrawn, and the witness we have 
referred to admits that the chowkidars have not, since that time, 
been called upon to perform any duties. Under these circum- 
stances the plaintiff has, we think, failed to shew that he incurred 
any pecuniary loss by the failure of the chowkidar to perform 
his zemindari duties in this case, and his suit, therefore, ought to 

be dismissed with costs. 


‘We would add that we do not consider it to be the law of this f 


country that a plaintiff, who proves the infringement of a right, 
is necessarily entitled to a verdict for nominal damages, though 


he fails to prove any actual loss, 


e 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


SRINARAYAN MITTER (Dzrenvanr) v. SRIMATI KRISHNA 
SUNDARI DASI (Prauwrirr.)* 


_  Adoption—Dattaka Putra—Declaraiory Suite. 


In a suit for confirmation of a right to adopt a son and to cancel deeds of 
agreoment to give and receive the defendants’ son in adoption, 


Held, that to complete an adoption, there must be an actual giving and Secon 
and that the execution of the deeds was not sufficient. 


Held, further, that the plaintiff was entitled to a declaration of the cancelment of 
the decda, as they might hereafter cast a cloud over her title. 


THE plaintiff sued for confirmation of her right to one a child, 


and to set aside and cancel two deeds of agreement, by which. 


she and defendant had covenanted that defendant’s son should 
be given to and received by the plaintiff in adoption. She 
alleged that the ceremonies necessary to adoption had never 
been completed, and that the child had all along remained with 
its natural father who had refused to give it up. The defendant 
denied that he had so refused, and alleged that the adoption was 
complete. He also urged that the plaintiff's suit would not lie. 

The Principal Sudder Ameen of Bhagulpore, on 15th Septem- 
ber 1866, decreed for the plaintiff, holding (1s¢) that the due 
fulfilment of the ceremonies was essential to adoption ; (2nd) that 
they had not, in fact, taken place ; (3rd) that there had been no 
giving and receiving of the child; and (4¢h) that, as the plaintiff's 
right to adopt was affected by the existence of the deeds of agree- 
ment, she was entitled to have them declared cancelled by the 
Court. 

On appeal to the Judge of Bhagulpore, it was urged that a 
suit for a declaration of a right to adopt would not lie; and Pran- 
puttee Konwur'v. Poorn Konwur (1) was cited. The Judge 
ruled that the suit being for the cancellation of two deeds, 


* Special Appeal, No. 2158 of 1868, from a decree of the Additional Judgo of 
Bhagulpore, dated the 27th May 1868, affirming a degree of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen of that district, dated the 15th September 1866, 


e (1) 8. D. R., 1856, 494. 


> 
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1869 which might prove injurious to plaintiff hereafter, would lie. It 
SamaraxaN was then contended that parol evidence was not admissible to 

v. prove that the deeds were void owing to the non-performance of 
- Kemna ceremonies. The Judge overruled this objection, and generally 
upheld the decision of the first Court. 


On Special Appeal, the defendant urged that the execution of 
the deeds of agreement amounted to an actual giving and accept- 
ance of the child, and that, among Sudras, nothing more was re- 
quired, and that the plaintiff had in any case no cause of action. 

The Advocate-General and Baboo Upendra Chandra Bose for 
appellant. 


Messrs. Paul and Woodroffe and Baboos Annada Prasad 
Banerjee, Ramesh Chandra Mitter, and Chandra Madhab Ghose 
for respondent. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Norman, J.—We see no necessity to go into the question, 
whether or not a Sudra can be adopted without the performance 
of religious ceremonies, namely the offering of burnt sacrifice, 
&c. The contention of the special appellant is‘that, by the 
execution of two deeds, the one purporting to be a gift, and the 
other, an acceptance of the child by the several parties re- 
spectively executing the deeds, there wasa valid giving and 
receiving of the child, so as to make him the adopted son of the 
person who, by these deeds, appears to have accepted him as a 
gon. 

. We think there is no foundation for the argument of 
the special appellant; it appears to us that the giving and 
receiving of a son in order to constitute a valid adop- 
tion, must be an actual giving and actual receiving of the 
child. By the grounds of special appeal filed, the appellant 
‘does not suggest that there has been any actual giving and 
taking of the child, but only a constructive giving and taking 
by the execution of the deeds. We think, that, assuming the 

facts relied upon, as regards such giving and receiying to be l 


c 
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established, it is not shown that there was in this case any valid 
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1809 


adoption. The change of name, supposed to be evidenced by Sarvanaran 


the deeds, is not a sufficient overt act to show that the child was 
given and received. This case resembles in many aspects the 
case of Siddessory Dossee v. Doorga Churn Sett (1). 

There was then no adoption. The natural father of the child 
now refuses to carry out his intention to give his child for the 
purpose of adoption. But the deeds are capable of being at any 
time used by him or his son to prove that there was an adoption. 
Under such circumstances, it is clear that the plaintiff has a right 


Mirren 
v. 
BRIMATI 
Kriguna 


Suxpari DAST, 


to come to the Court to ask for relief, and pray to have the deeds ` 


declared void. We interfere for the protection of her right to her 
husband’s property over which those deeds would cast a cloud, 
which it is necessary, for the plaintiff's security, to remove. 

The appeal is dismissed with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


RAJLAKHI DEBI (ons or tar Derenpants) v. TARAMANI 
CHOWDHRAIN ann axoruer (PLAmtirrs.)* 


Contribution— Voluntary Payment, 


A decree-holder, for arreara of rent against three persons jointly, placed certain 
sums of money in Court to the credit of one of them, viz. the plaintiff, who, in her 
capacity of guardian of her son, had a cross-<decree against him, and afterwards 
ho withdrew those sumsin execution of the joint decree. Thereupon the plaintiff 
sued the other two joint judgment-debtors, for contaibution, as she had repaid to 
her minor son the sum of money so taken away. 

Held, that the payment by ne plaintiff to her minor son was a voluntary payment, 
and was not, therefore, such “a payment as entitled her to aue her joint debtors 
for contribution. 


Baboos Ramesh Chandra Mitter and Nalit Chandra Sen 
for appellant. 


Baboo Krishna Dayal Roy for respondents. 


* Special Appeals, Nos. 2393 and 2350 of 1868, from the decrees of the Judge 
of Mymensing, dated the 6th June 1868, modifying the decrees of the Principal 
Sudder Amecn of that district, dated the 25th April 1867, 


0) 2L J., N.S, 22, 


1869 


March 9. 
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- 1809: ” Tue facts of the case are fully stated in the judgment of the 
Bam tl “Court which was delivered by 


v. 
TARAMANI ‘ 
Caowpunarm, OE J.—In these cases the important facts are as 


follows :—One Manikarnika obtained a decree for Rs. 812 odd, 

for arrears of rent, against Taramani Chowdhrain, the plaintiff, 
` respondent in No. 2393, and certain other persons; one of whom 

is Rajlakhi Chowdhrain, the present special appellant before us. 

Taramani, however, held decrees against Manikarnika, the 
decrees being in her favor, not in her own right, but as guardian 
of her son, one Hara Chandra, a minor. In execution of those 
decrees, certain sums of money were placed in deposit by Mani- 

_ karika in Court to the credit of the said Taramani, as guardian 
of her minor son. Thereafter the said Manikarnika applied for = - 
execution of the decree for arrears of rent whichshe held against 
the present plaintiff, conjointly with the present defendants ;. and 
in execution of that decree, took away the money, which had been 
deposited by her to the credit of Taramani, as guardian of her 
minor son, Hara Chandra. Then followed the present suit. 
It was instituted on the part of Taramani to recover the sum 
of Rs. 783 odd, or thereabouts, as for contribution made in 
payment of the decree held by Manikarnika against her 
and her co-sharers jointly. 

In her plaint the plaintiff sets forth, more or less distinctly, the 
facts which I have above mentioned, and adds that she had 

repaid to her minor son, Hara Chandra, the sum of money which 
- Manikarnika had taken from Hara Chandra, in execution of the 
decree against her (plaintiff) and her co-sharers; and on’ these 

facts, she sued to recover the contributio® in question. 

The first issue between the parties was as to whether ‘the 
plaintiff was competent to bring this action at all. l 

The Courts below have held that she was so competent, and 
have given the plaintiff a decree. 

There are two appeals before us against the decision of the 
‘Court below, viz. this present appeal and appeal No. 2350; and 
it is admitted that, if -we should be against the plaintiff, special 
respondent, in fhe case 2393, the appeal of the plaintiff in 
the other case must be dismissed. The only question then that 
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we have to determine in this case is, whether the plaintiff was in 1809 
law competent to sue for the contribution in question. Ratakin 
EB. 


The lower Appellate Court has held that she was competent v 
on these grounds :—The Judge says :—“ It is manifest that the CHowbuRaIN 
“money taken for payment to Manikarnika was in Taramani’s 
“name and at her disposal. It may be called trust-money in 
“her hands, but the money was clearly taken from her, and not 
“from Hara Chandra. ‘The latter had his remedy, if any of 
“ his money had not been properly accounted for, by suing Tara- 
“mani for the same; but this money being in the hands of 
“ Taramani under a trust, cannot excuse the joint-debtors 
“from being answerable to Taramani for contribution. They 
“ have not been exempted from their liability, and Hara Chandra 

- ‘has no power to sue them. Besides, I do not think the Court is 
‘permitted to look beyond the fact that the money was taken 
“from Taramani. How or by what means, or for what purpose, 
“ or on whose account, Taramani held that money, are points 
“ that need not be considered in the present case.” 

The objection taken by the special appellant is this:—He 
says that the decree of Manikarnika waseagainst Taramani 
herself and her co-sharers, and not against Hara Chandra at all 
or his estate; that the money whch stood in deposit in Tara- 
mani’s name, was not so in deposit on her own account, but on 
account of her son Hara Chandra; that, therefore, Manikarnika 
had no authority, in execution of her decree against Tara- 
mani and her co-sharers, to take money, which was, in fact, the 
property of Hara Chandra; that this being so, Taramani was under n 
no legal necessity to recoup Hara Chandra; and that, therefore, 
even if she did recoup him, the payment thus made, in satisfaction ' 
of a joint decree against herself and her co-sharers, was a volun- 
tary payment, and was not, therefore, such a payment as entitled 
her to sue for contribution. 


We think this contention, on the very face of it, is a good one. 
No doubt it was, as the Court below has said that the money 
stood in ‘Taramani’s name, and so was in one sense at her dis- ` 
posal ; but it cannot be said that it was at her disposal to meet her 
own debts, because the money was not at her own credit for 


herself only, but at her credit as guardian of her son. When 
39—O 
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___1%9 therefore, the money was taken away from`her, it was only nomi- 
T Rasta nally taken away from ther; andin reality it was taken away from 
MES Hara Chandra. Neither was there any necessity for her to 
Cnowpmeamw. recoup Hara Chandra, against whom there was no decree. It was 
thus clearly nothing more than a voluntary payment on her part, 
and so was not a payment which entitled her to sue for contribu- 
tion against her co-sharers. 
In this view of the case we think that the plantiffs’ suit must 
be dismissed, and the judgments and decrees of both the lower 
Courts be reversed with costs in all Courts in favor of the 
special appellant Rajlakhi Chowdhrain. 
* We would add that the judgment of the Privy Council, 
Fatima Khatun v. Mohammed Jan Chowdry (1), is not in our 
opinion in point; and as regards special appeal No. 2350, we - 
think that it must be dismissed with costs. 


—— 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson. 


1868 UMA SUNDARI DASI ann oraens (Derexvants) v. DWARKANATH 
July 27.F s ROY (Prarrtrr.)* 


Limitation—Act XIV. of 1859, cl. 13, s. 1, §& s. 2—Benamidar— Trustee? 





A Hindu died in 1840, leaving him surviving seven sons, who, after their father’s 
death, entered into joint possession of certain immoveable property which had been left 
by him, and continued to live in commensality until 1859, when a separation in mess 
took place. Subsequently, more than twelve years after the father’s death, a suit 
was brought by the youngest son for his share of the joint ancestral property belong- 

3 ing to the father, and to property subsequently acquired out of the proceeds of such 
joint estate, to which the brothers were entitled in equal shares, The plaintiff 
ü failed to show that any payment was made to him or any person through whom he 
claimed by the person in possession or management of the property within 12 

. years before the commencement of the suit. 

Held, that the suit was barred by limitation under clause 13, section 1 of Act XIV. 
of 1859 (2). 

* Regular Appeals, Nos. 281 and 287 of 1866, from a decree of the Judge of Beer- 
bhoom, dated the 28th May 18866. 


+ The judgment in the case was given on the 7th May 1868. The records were 
subsequently recorded on 27th July 1868. 


(1) 1B. L. R, Œ. C.) 21. 


(2) Act XIF. of 1859, sec. 1, cl 13. To tenance, when the right to receive such 
‘gnitg to enforce the right to share in any maintenance is a charge in the inheritance 
“property, moveable or immoveable, on of any estate, the period of twelve years 
the ground thatit is joint family property: from the death of the persons from whom 
and to suits for the recovery of maiu- the property alleged to bê joint is said to 
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Held also, that a benami transaction does not create the relation of trustee and 1868 
cestuigue trust. A Dbenamidar is not a trustee within the meaning of Act XIV. Una Souxparr 
of 1859, section 2, tase 


Messrs. R. V. Doyne and W. M. Bourke, and Baboos Krishna- Dwaprax Ha 
kishor Ghose, Jagadanand Mookerjee,: Ramesh Chandra Mitter, 


Chandramadhab Ghose and Ashutosh Chatterjee for appellants. 


Mr. J. W. Montriou and Baboos Srinath Doss, Annada Prasad 
A and Anukul Chandra Mookerjee for respondent. 


” The facts of the case fully appear in the following Judgment 
delivered by 


Peacock, C. J.—Parmananda Roy had eight sons, of whom 
Shibnarayan Roy, the second, died without issue in his father’s 
life-time. Ganganarayan, of whom the last three defendants, 
Ramkumar, Nandakumar, and Saradakumar, were the sons, was 
the eldest, Kailashnath of whom.the 5th defendant, Uma Sundari 
Dasi, is the widow, was the 6th, and the plaintiff, Dwarkanath 
Roy, was the youngest. The defendants, Kashinath, Haranath, 
Trailakhanath, and Loknath, were the 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 7th sons. 

The suit is substantially against the three sons of Ganganarayan 
and the widow of Kailasnath; the other defendants are pro- 
bably colluding with the plaintif. At any rate their interests 
are substantially the same as his, and they set up no substantial 
defence, and state that they have no objection to the plaintiff's’ 
claim. Parmananda died about the year 1247 or 1840, Gangana- 
rayan, about the year 1260 or 1853, and Kailasnath died, without 
issue, about 1269 or 1862, leaving the defendant, Uma Sundari 
Dasi his widow. Up to the year 1823, Paramananda and his brothers 
and nephews were joint in food and estate. In that year, however, 
they separated, and their several shares of the joint property were 


have descended, or on whose estate the 
maintenance is alleged to be a charge; 
or from the date of the last payment 
to the plaintiff or any person through 
whom he claims, by the person in the 
possession or management of such pro- 
perty or estate on acconnt of such alleged 
share, or on gccount of such mainte- 


nance, as the case may be. 

Section 2.—No suit against a trustee 
in his life-time, and no suits against his 
representatives for the purpose of follow- 
ing in their hands the specific property 
which is the subject of the trust, shall be 
barred by any length of time.* * * x 
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1868 subsequently defined by a deed of partition dated 21st Baisakh 
Uma Suxpant 1238. By that deed it is stated that Paramananda was allowed 
v. a larger share than the other brothers, on partition, in conse- 

DWARKANATH ; 2 A i 7 
Roy. quence of his having acquired a larger portion of the properties, 
and it was stipulated, that whatever real and personal properties 
had been acquired by the several co-sharers, should remain with 

them respectively. f i 

Paramananda’s sons were no parties to that partition, they 
not being entitled, during the life of their father, to any share 
on partition of the ancestral or other property held jointly by 
Paramananda and his brothers and nephews. It is not probable 
that Paramananda’s sons would have brought into joint estate 
with Paramananda and his brothers and nephews any property 
which they might have respectively acquired, when it appears 
that Paramananda’s brothers and nephews severally kept their 
self-acquired property, and retained it by express stipulation on 
partition. 

It is alleged by the plaintiff, and may be taken as a fact, that, - 
upon the death of Paramananda, the father, in 1840, his seven 
surviving sons, entered into joint possession of certain immove- 
able property which had been left by him, and continued to live 

- in commensality until Aghran 1266 (about the year 1869), 
when a separation in mess took place. It is not denied that, up 
to the time of the separation, they remained joint as regards the 
estate which they took by descent from their father. The separa- 
tion took place some time after the death of Ganganarayan, who, 
as before stated, died in 1260 or about 1853. The plaintiff in 
his plaint alleges that part of the moveable and immoveable 
property left by Paramananda stood in his own name, and part 
in those of some of his sons and other individuals; and that 
during joint tenancy, the family lived under the joint manage» 
ment of Ganganarayan and Kailashnath, and after the death of 
the former, under that of Kailasnath alone ;-that- several other 
properties were acquired in the names of some of the defendants 
out of the joint fund; and that all were jointly in the enjoyment 
of all the property. ` 

The claim, as pointed out by the defendant’s Counsel in his 
arguments, is not aclaim to participate in property separately 
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acquired by Ganganarayan and Kailashnath, respectively, in 1868 
Paramananda’s life-time, either with or without the use of his Usa Seaman 
funds, or after the death of Paramananda, with the use of joint ,, v. 
i WARKANATIL 
funds, belonging to the joint family. It is confined to property Bor. 
Jeft by Paramananda standing in his own name or in the names 
of some ‘of his sons or others, and to property acquired out of 
the joint funds, of which all the brothers were jointly in the 
enjoyment. The plaintiff says that, when a.separation in mess 
took place, he proposed that a separation and division of the 
aforesaid properties, ancestral as well as acquired from the joint 
funds, should be made, and possession thereof given and taken 
in proper order; that before this could be done, Kailashnath 
died, and that his widow and heiress obtained a certificate under 
- Act XXVII. of 1860; that the plaintiff, being entitled to one- 

i seventh share, instituted this suit for possession and division of” 
moveable and immoveable property, and for the value of move- 
ables, if‘misappropriated. I allude to this for the purpose of 
shewing that the claim is confined to the plaintiffs share of 
joint ancestral property belonging to the father, and to property 
subsequently acquired out of the proceeds of such joint estate, 
to, which the brothers were entitled in equal shares. 


According to the law as current in Bengal, a father is entitled 
to a share of his son’s self-acquired property. If the property is 
acquired by the son at the charge of the father’s estate, the father 
is entitled to a moiety, the son who makes the acquisition to two 
shares, and the rest to one share each. See Colebrooke’s Daya- 
bhaga, Chapter II., verse 65, and following verses; and Vyavas- 
tha Darpana, 385, lst edition. If the father’s property has 
not been used, the father has two shares, the acquirer as many, 
and the rest are excluded from participation. The plaintiff in 
his evidence says :—‘ I think Kahsinath, while at Elam Bazar, 
took money from my father and carried on speculations. I was 
then a minor.—After Kailashnath’s death, Nandakumar Roy 
has been managing his estate. Nandakumar has married his 
daughter to Banwari, Kailash’s daughter’s son. He has held 
the management from before the marriage.” 
` It is probable that Ganganarayan and Kailashnath were put 
forward in |ife by their father, and it is possible that they were 
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1868 assisted by their father’s property in making self-acquisitions in 
Una Soxpazt his life-time, and so probably were the other sons. 

It is not very likely that Kashinath would speculate for the 
benefit of his brother, who was then only six yearsold. But, as 
the plaintiff’s claim is not based upon a right to participate in the ' 
self-acquired property of his brothers, it is not necessary to 
enter further ińto that question or into others arising out of it; 
such, for instance, as'to whether it may not be inferred from the 
conduct of the parties that each of the sons was content to 
retain the entirety of his own self-acquisitions, and to forbear to 
claim, either personally or by inheritance, from his father any 
share of his brother’s self-acquired property in consideration of 
their showing similar indulgence to him. 

In the case of Eshan Chunder Singh v. Shama Churn ° 
Bhutto (1), the Lords of the Judicial Committee expressed a 
desire to have the rule observed that the “state of facts and the 
equities and ground of relief originally alleged and pleaded by 
the plaintiff shall not be departed from.” It is not competent 
for the plaintiff, therefore, in this suit to claim any portion of 
his brother’s self-acquisitions. 

The defendant, Uma Sundari, by her written statement, alleges, 
amongst other things, that of the properties claimed by the plain- 
tiff those that are joint and undivided are held without dispute by 
the plaintiff and the other co-parceners and herself; that plain- 
tiff was never ousted by her or by any one ; and that the plaintiff 
is in possession of his one-seventh share of those properties ; that 
of the properties claimed and set out in the schedule to the plaint, 
certain properties specified by her are her stridhan granted to 
her by her husband, and that she held possession of them as sole 
owner from the time when they were so granted to her; and that 
neither the plaintiff nor any other of the co-parceners has ever 
had any title to a share in them; that others of the said proper- 
ties were acquired by her husband, the deceased Kailashnath Roy, 
from the gains of his employments, trades, &c.; and that from 
the time of the acquisition of them, he was himself separately 
the possessor. Further to show that the brothers had separate 
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properties, she alleges that the plaintiff himself is the separate 438 

owner of lot Kytorah. She denies that her husband was ever the EMAL rears 

manager of the joint property, either jointly with Ganganarayan | E 

or alone; and states that the management by a younger brother Ror. 
- in the life-time of an elder is not probable. 


The whole of the properties, as to which the -defendant, Uma 
Sundari, sets up a separate claim, and of which she disputes 
the plaintiffs right to a share, are set forth and described in 
a schedule annexed to her written statement. The sons of 
Ganganatayan put in an answer in some respects similar to 
that of Uma Sundari, and they, amongst other things, allege 
that the property specified in the schedule annexed to their 
written statement, was acquired gradually by their father, 

* Ganganarayan, out of the profits of his employments, trades, 
&c.; and they deny that the plaintiff has ever been ousted from 
his share of the joint property. These defendants, as well as 
Uma Sundari, set up twelve years’ limitation as a bar to the 
plaintiffs claim, under the provisions of Act XIV. of 1859, 
section 1, clause 13. The plaintiff in his plaint did not allege 
that he had ever been ousted by Uma Sundari or any of the 
other defendants from*his share of any property which, prior 
to the separation, had been held jointly by the family or in 
the profits of which he had ever participated. The only pro- 
perty in which the plaintiffs right to participate is disputed 
by the defendants, is that set out in the schedules annexed 
to their respective written statements. Two issues were framed 
by the Judge: First.—Whether the property in dispute was 
joint or self-acquired. Second.—Whether the suit was barred 
by limitation. Upon both of these issues, the Judge held that 
the onus of proof lay upon the defendants, and he ultimately 
upheld the plaintiffs claims, and pronounced a decree in his 
favor. 

The Judge was probably wrong, as regards the 2nd issue, in 
throwing the onus upon the defendants, for the plaintiff alleged 
that his cause of action accrued in Aghran 1266, when the 
brothers separated in mess; and it appears to us that the onus 
lay upon the plaintiff (even if the property claimed by the 
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1864, defendants as separate was really joint,) to show that he had 
Uma SDAR Participated within twelve years in the rents and profits of 
Dwareanara those estates, and that they had been brought into joint account. 

Ror. But it is not necessary to determine this question, inasmuch 

as.the defendants have, we think, given sufficient affirmative 
proof to shift the burthen if it ever rested on them. We may 
here remark, that in our opinion, the evidence did not sup- 
port the plaintiffs allegation; that fhe family property was 
managed by Ganganarayan and Kailashnath, together in Ganga- 
- nearayan’s life-time or by Kailashnath alone after Ganganarayan’s 
* death. There is no doubt that Paramananda, and his sons each 
had some business or employment in which he was engaged 
separately from the rest; whether such business or employment 
was conducted by him for his own separate beneit, or for the *. 
joint benefit of the family. S z $ a7 


2 The Chief Justice (after reading and commenting on much 
of the evidence,) continued.—I entertain no doubt that the 
finding of the Judge below on the first issue was erroneous. « 
With regard to the second issue, admitting for the sake of 
argument, that the properties claimed by the defendants as to 
their separate properties were orginally purchased, by Ganga- . 
narayan and Kailashnath, respectively, benami, for the benefit of" 
the joint family, there is no evidence to satisfy me that the 
plaintiff or the other members of the joint family éver parti- 
cipated in the profits of those estates, or derived any benefit 

‘ therefrom. The Judge says :—‘‘ With regard to the question 
of limitation, the Court has found that the relation of trustee 
and cestuique trust existed between the parties up to the insti- 
tution of this suit. The possession of the defendants must 
be regarded, therefore, as the possession of themselves and their 
brothers; and their possession, not being adverse to the plaintiff, 
cannot be pleaded as a ground of limitation in bar of the suit. 
Of the doubt existing as to the origin and execution of the trust, 
lapse of time will not enable those who were trustees to ap- 
propriate to themselves that which is the property of others.” 

I do not think that the relationship of trustee and cestuique 
trust existed between the parties. By clause 13, section 1, Act 
e 
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XIV. of 1859, it is enacted that “ to suits to enforce the right to -1868 
share in any property, moveable or immoveable, on the ground Usd Sonnan 
that it is joint family property * * =. 2 * the ee am 
period of twelve years from the death of the person from whom Ror. ` 
the property alleged to be joint is said to have descended * * * * 
or from the date of the last payment to the plaintiff, or any 
person through whom he claims, by the person in the possession . 
or management of such property or estate on account of such 
alleged share.” : 
‘ This is clearly a suit within the meaning of that section. . 
The suit was not brought within twelve years from the death of - 
Paramananda Roy, and the plaintiff has not shewn that any pay- 
ment was made to him or to any person through whom he claims, 
-* by the person in the possession or the management of the proper- 
- ty within twelve years next before the commencement ofthe suit. 
Section 2 of Act XIV. of 1859 enacts that “no suit against d 
trustee in his life-time, and no suit against his representatives 
for the purpose of following in their hands the specific property 
which is the subject of the trust, shall be barred by any length of 
time.” The Judge has, it would seem, treated a benami transaction, 
_ as creating the relationship of trustee and cestui que trust between 
the benamidar and the real principals. But there can be no 
greater reason for holding, that no length of time is a bar toa 
suit to recover property, on the ground that it is joint family 
property, when the property is purchased benami in the name 
of one member of the family, than there is for holding that it 
would be so barred, if the property stood openly and honestly 
in the names of all themembers. It would be dangerous to hold, 
that a benamidar is a trustee for the real owner within the 
meaning of section 2, Act XIV. of 1859; for if such were 
the case, a person might, after any length of time, sue another 
for recovery of property by getting up a fictitious case against 
him, however loug he may have been in possession, that the pro- 
perty was conveyed to bin benami. Such a construction would 
tend still further to weaken the law, which, according to the 
judgment pronounced by the Judge of Beerbhoom upon the 
first issue, is at present not sufficiently powerful to suppress the 
. 40—C 
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1868. evils consequent upon the pernicious system of benami so 
Uxa Scxpazt prevalent throughout Bengal. 
ABI 
PENA It appears to me, looking at the plaint and the whole of the 
Rox. evidence in the cause, that the plaintiff has failed to make out 
against the defendants, Uma Sundari and the sons of Ganganarayan, 
such a case as entitles him to recover any portion of the land 
mentioned in the schedules annexed to the respective written 
statements of those defendants, and the latter have made out 
their rights to those properties respectively. 
If gentlemen will purchase and hold property benami, keep 
‘fictitious books, and make false statements in petitions to Courts 
of Justice, and in their private correspondence, whether it be for 
the purpose of concealing property from their creditors, or deceiv- 
ing the members of their own family, they have only themselves . 
to blame ; and they must not be surprised if they are not believed 
when, for their own benefit, they offer themselves as witnesses 
° in a Court of Justice, and openly, without shame, avow that all 
that has been said or done was false and fictitious, for the pur- 
pose of carrying into effect their own infamous designs. 


* * | # * * * te * * * 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 
RICHARD SNADDEN (Daranpant) v. MAH WINE any AGA SYUD 
1869 £ + 
March 2. 7 E HOSSEIN (Prarnrirrs). 
Cutting Timber— Exclusive Righi~ Damages. 


Where one acquires, by license, an exclusive right to cut and to authorize others to 
cut timber in forest, such right does nof vest in him the timber in the forest. He 
might thereby have a right to recover damages against any person, who, by cutting 
timber, should interfere with his exclusive right, but that would not vest in him the 
timber so cut by others. : 


Mr. Paul for appellant. 

The Advocate-General for respondents. 

THIS was an appeal from a decision of the Recorder of Moul- 
mein. 


* Regular Appeal, No. 48 of 1868, from a decree of the Recorder of Moulmein, 
dated the 16th December 1867. 
e 
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Mah Wine, as the widow and representative of one Moung 
Shoay Baw of Moulmein, and Aga Syud Abdul Hossein, as exe- 
cutor of the last will and testatment of Aga Yakub Ali, sued to 
recover certain timber, or the value thereof, under the following 
circumstances :— 

It was alleged for the plaintiff that the late Moung Shoay Baw 
went to the Mhyneloongyee forest, where he cut, with the permis- 
sion and authority of the Chief of Zimmay, 643 logs of teak timber 
under “ a permit” obtained from that Chief and through his agent, 
Plo Tsee, in the year 1226 (corresponding to 1864); and that 
he afterwards paid the duty and obtained a receipt for the sane, 
which was filed in the suit. The timber which he cut, he marked 
with his own mark. The beret which the aes relied on 
was as follows :— 

* Order of the Chief (Shoay Naw Shing ) of Zimmay for the 
“information of all Thit-goungs. That Thit-goung Moung Khine 
“ having appeared before us with presents, and applied to us for 
s permission to work out timber in the Mhyneloongyee forest, as 
“ far‘as Mainlahgyee creek we permitted him to work, within our 
“territory, for the year 1226,—extending from Mhyneloongyee 
«c to the east as far as the Mainlahgyee creek, and to the west asfar 
“ashe pleases, That no Thit-goungs, whether he be a Kulla 
‘(western foreigner) or a Burman or Taling, or a Shan, or a 
“ Kareen, shall take possession of the timbers cut, worked, or 
« dragged by Moung Khine, or shall be in any way annoyed or 
“opposed by him. If other Thit-goungs shall desire to work out 
< timber in the forests, they shall be introduced into dur presence by 
* Moung Khine, when we may permit them to work if we see fit to 
“ do so. The duty on each logis rupees 4-8.. On thearrival of the 
“ overseer (or superintendent) of the-forests, the Thit-goungs shall 
s produce their orders (or permits) to him; and they who do not 
“ wish to cut and work shall return their permits. The logs shall 
* be marked and removed only after the overseer shall have taken 
“the accounts of them. At the time of paying the duty, the Thit- 
“ goungs shall give up their former order (or permits); and those 
« who wish to continueon with the working of the timber, will have 
new permits granted to them, so that the work of the year 1226 
“may not bê mixed up with the work of 1227, Any Thit- 
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 goungs who shall mark or remove their timber before they are 
“registered by the overseer (or superintendent), shall be liable 
“to confiscation of property, timbers, and elephants, and also to 
“ severe punishment on their persons.” 

The plaintiffs went on to allege that, after Moung Shoay Baw 
had marked and dragged his timber, the defendants, with his 
servants and agents, unlawfully and without authority, seized 
the timber, and fraudulently supermarked it with their own 
mark, The defendant Snadden claimed, as assignee of Nga Shoay 
Gaw, a right under a document given to him in 1220 (corre- 
sponding to 1859) by the Chow Rajapoot of Zimmay to all the 
timber cut and worked in the Mhyneloongyee forest for the term 
of ten years, from the year 1220. That document is hereunder 
set out :— 


“ The letter of Chow Rajapoot of ae sent in friendship 
“to Chow Luang of Moulmein, and to Ayabeng, &c., and the 
“ authorities of Moulmein. 


« The whole of the timber forest of Mei Yuom, from the creek 
“of Mei La Luanylong downwards to the mouth of the Mei 
* Yuom belong all to Chow Rajapoot. 


“Chow Rajapoot has made Moung Shoay Gaw to overlook, 
“and to cut, and buy and sell, teak timber to traders as 
“ Moung Shoay Gaw pleases, and to allow any one to cut timber 
s“ from the date 1220 to 1230. Within this period any persons 
* coming to cut timber in the forests ave first to ask Moung Shoay 
“Gaw. If Moung Shoay Gaw direct them to cuf, they can do go ; 
“but if Moung Shoay Gaw should not direct them to cut, they 
“cannot cut; because Chow Rajapoot has given Moung Shoay 
* Gaw charge to overlook. If any Chow Nai Thow Khaw, or any 
«c person, come to cut teak timber in the forest of Mei Yuom, they ` 
“must first enquire of Moung Shoay Gaw. Should they not 
* enquire, they are to be forbidden to cut.” 

The above is the document referred to as X S A in the judg- 
ment of the Chief Justice. 

The question as to the effect of this document had come before 


the Royal Court of Siam at Bankok, when the oar decision 
was passed ;— 
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“ The letter of Chow Rajapoot which was sent to thé Commis- 
« sioner of Moulmein in the Siamese civil era 1220, giving Moung 
“ Shoay Gaw the superintendence of the forest, was simply a docu- 
“ment for public information that Chow Rajapoot had made 
‘ Moung Shoay Gaw the superintendent of the forest of Muang 
“Yuom. It was not an agreement, Agreements which are made 
“and recognized to be valid in the kingdom of Siam, must 
“ bear the signature of the contracting parties, and each party 
“must have a copy. Then it will be a valid agreement, 

«c The letter of Chow Rajapoot to the Commissioner of Moul- 
“mein in the Siamese civil era 1224, asking for the paper 
“ granting Moung Shoay Gaw the superintendence of the fonet; 
«c in substance was as follows :— 

“ The Chow Rajapoot gave a paper, granting TA the superin- 
“ tendence of the forest of Muang Yuom, and Moung Shoay Gaw 
went to live in Moulmein, and ‘did not superintend the forest. 
“ Therefore, Moung Shoay Gaw will no longer be allowed to 
“ superintend the forest, or cut timber.” 

“ The Commissioner of Moulmein replied that he had walled 
« Moung Shoay Gaw to him and questioned him. > Moung Shoay 
“ Gaw said that, when he was prosecuting Mr. Lenaine, the Moul- 
“mein Judges sent that document to India; but when the Indian 
s Judges returned it, the paper would be forwarded to Chow Raja- 
“ poot. Regarding the letter of Chow Rajapoot to the Commis- 
‘ sioner of Moulmein, granting the superintendence of the Muang 
* Yuom forest for ten years, Moung Shoay Gaw received that 
“ letter in the Siamese civil era 1220, and went to@eside in Moul- 
“mein, and did not superintend the forest, thereby injuring the 
£ interests of Chow Rajapoot until the Siamese civil era 1224, 
& Such conduct bears resemblance to the conduct provided against 
“in the Treaty Art. IV. relating to the purchase of lands or 
* houses by British subjects. 

“In order to obtain possession of such lands or houses, it 
«will be necessary that the British subject shall, in the first 
“ place, make application, through the Consul, to the proper 
« Siamese Officer, and the Siamese Officer and the Consul, having 
* satisfied themselves of the honest intentions of the applicant, 
** will assist Rim in settling upon equitable terms the amount of 
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‘* purchasé~money, will mark out and fix the boundaries of the 
“ property, and will convey the same to the purchaser under sealed 
“ deeds, whereupon he and his property shall be placed under the 
“ protection of the Governor of the district and that of the proper 
© local authorities; he shall conform in ordinary matters to any 
just direction given him by them, and will be subject to the same 
“taxation that is levied on Siamese subjects. But if, through 
“negligence the want of capital or other cause, a British sub- 
«ject shall fail to commence the cultivation or improvement of 
“ the lands so acquired within a term of three years, from the date 
“of receiving possession thereof, the Siamese Government shall 
* have the power of resuming the property upon returning to the 
* British subject the purchase-money paid by him for the same.” 


This is the substance of Art. IV. of the treaty: ‘“ Whereas, 
* Moung Shoay Gaw.received a paper, making him superintendent 
4 of Muang Yuom from the Siamese year 1220, and neither paid 
“ attention, nor superintended the forests till the Siamese year 1224. 
« The three years’ limit has expired. If that paper were an agree- 
“ment between the parties, similar to the usual agreements of 
“ the country, it has become useless. But the paper upon which 
* Moung Shoay Gaw bases his complaint, is not an agreement. 
« With reference to Moung Shoay Gaw resuming the cutting of 
* timber, it is proper he should have personal conference with the 
“ tributary prince of Zimmay, Chow Rajapoot, and their relatives, 
“‘as the province has been under the charge of the prince of 
« Zimmay and relatives for successive generations. The forests of 
*« Muang Yuowt, which is in the territory of Zimmay, are wholly 
c under the jurisdiction of the prince of Zimmay and his relatives, 
‘and entirely at their disposal, being rulers of the country, as far 
“ as its internal administration is concerned.” 

« With regard to the duties for the privilege of cutting timber 
« belonging to Chow Rajapoot, and the money and goods which 
“ Moung Shoay Gaw has given Chow Rajapoot, let Moung Shoay 
« Gaw and Chow Rajapoot bring together their accounts, and 
c make a final settlement.” 


The Recorder of Moulmein passed a decree in the plaintiffs’ 
favor; and from this the present appeal was preferréd. 


16 June, 
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In giving the judgment of the High Court on appeal, the 
following remarks were made by - 


Peacock, C. J.—In treating the letter of Chow Rajapoot as a 
notice, and not as an agreement, I.am taking the same view of 
it as the Court at Bankok in the decision of His Royal High- 
ness Krom Kenaug Wongsa Dheraj Sinde in the suit brought 
against the Chief of Zimmay (under whose permit the plaintiff 
claims) by the ‘defendant Moung Shoay Gaw, under whom the 
appellant claims. The document may be taken as evidence 
against them of the law of that place and of the evidence given 
in the suit. 

It appears from the said judgment and otherwise that Moung 
Shoay Gaw went to reside in Moulmein, and did not superintend 
the forest; and that in the Siamese civil year 1224, Chow Rajapoot 
wrote to the Commissioner at Moulmein, asking for the paper 
granted to Moung Shoay Gaw, which letter was in substance as 
follows :— 

“The Chow Rajapoot gave Moung Shoay Gaw a paper grant- 
ing the superintendence of the forest of Muang Yuom, and 
Moung Shoay Gaw went to live in Moulmein, and did not super- 
intend the forest. Therefore, Moung Shoay Gaw will no longer 
bé allowed to superintend the forest or cut timber.” 

Thé Commissioner replied that he had called Moung Shoay 
Gaw to him and questioned him; that Moung Shoay Gaw said 
that, when he was prosecuting Mr. Lenaine, the Moulmein Judges 
sent that document to India; but when the Indian Judges return- 
ed the paper, it would be forwarded to Chow Rajapoot. From 
this Moung Shoay Gaw tacitly admitted that his interest whatever 


_ it was had ceased. A 


It was considered by the Court at Bankok that the neglect 
of Moung Shoay Gaw to work the forest for a period of three 
years came within the terms of Article 4 of the Treaty with the 
British Government, of which a copy was set out in the judg- 
ment; and, consequently that,if the paper given by Chow Rajapoot 
to Moung Shoay Gaw had been an agreement similar to the usual 
agreements in the country, which it was not, being only a notice 
to the Britisheauthorities, it had become useless ; and that Moung 
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Shoay Gaw could not resume the cutting of the timber without 


personal conference with the tributary prince of Zimmay,. Chow 


_ Rajapoot, and their relatives. Chow Rajapoot in his examina- 


tion says that the document X. S. A. was the original letter 
‘written to the authorities; that the forests belonged to him ; 
that having once given a similar power to that marked X. S. A. 
to work a forest for ten years, it cannot be cancelled, unless 
there was some proper cause; that it might be transferred by 
the grantee without the knowledge or consent: of the grantor ; 
and that the non-user of such a document would not justify its 
eancelment. But he also stated, with reference to the Chief 
of Zimmay, that he could not give any opinion as to the 
correctness or incorrectness of the acts of his superiors. It 
was stated by the Regent of the Northern Provinces of Siam 
that Zimmay was a state subject to Siam, and subject to 
orders sent by him; and that, with reference to the answers 
of Chow Rajapoot as to the circumstances of his grant-to Moung 
Shoay Gaw, and to questions of law and custom as to its trans- 


‘ference and- cancelment, the statements of Chow Rajapoot were 


not entitled to any value, as the Shan states are in a semi-civil- 
ized condition, and their laws and customs cannot be considered 
as defined. 

It is unnecessary, for the purpose of this case, to decide whether 
Chow Rajapoot had the right to grant to Moung Shoay Gaw 
the exclusive right to cut timber in the forest in which the timber 
in dispute was cut, or whether the right, if granted, was transfer- 
able or forfeited by the grantee’s absence from the country. Nor 
is it necessary to decide whether Chow Rajapoot did or did not 
grant to Moung Shoay Gaw the exclusive right to cut timber . 
in the said forest, or to enter into all the numerous questions 
which appear to have been raised in the suit. 

It appears to me to be clear that, if Moung Shoay Gaw did 
acquire the exclusive right to cut and to authorize others to cut 
timber in the forest, such right did not vest in Moung Shoay 
Gaw all the timber ir the forest. It might give him a right to 
recover damages against any person, who, by eutting timber, 
should interfere with his exclusive right, but would not vest in 
him the timber so cut by others, There is nothingsto show that, 
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by the law of the country in which the forest was situate, Moung 1869 
Shoay Gaw or his assignees acquired the right to all the timber Browann 
in the forest, and to take possession of all the timber which, under hee ies 
any circumstances, might be cut by others between the ycars ane 
1220 and 1230 of the Siamese civil era. Appot 
It is not material whether the license was granted at the re- 
quest of Moung Shoay Gaw or not. It is clear that the plain- 
tiff and his agent did cut under the authority granted de facto, 
and that the timber so cut did not vest in Moung Shoay Gaw. 
[The Chief- Justice then commented on the evidence asto cut- 
ting, and proceeded thus] :— 
I am of opinion that the Recorder was right in finding that 
*, Nga Shoay Baw did under a Ieense cut, pay duty for, and mark 
+ the timber, which is the subject of this suit; that R: C. Burn 
and his party, acting in concert with the appellant, marked the 
said timber, and caused it to be floated to Moulmein; and that 
neither Burn nor Moung Shoay Gaw, nor the defendant Snadden, 
had any lawful right to the timber. But I consider it immate- 
me Ss rial whether the timber was cut by Moung Shoay Baw under a 
valid license or not. Iam of opinion that it was in his lawful 
possession when Burn and Moung Shoay Gaw, having no right 
to it, by means of an armed force forcibly took possession of it 
in the territory of Zimmay ; and that, having marked it with 
their’own mark, they caused it to be floated down to Moulmein, 
where the defendant Snadden obtained possession of it. I-do 
not believe that Moung Shoay Baw and Yakub Ali would have 
been allowed by Moung Shoay Gaw or his agents to put their 
mark upon it,if the timber had been cut by Moung Shoay Gaw. 
The license from Chow Rajapoot to Moung Shoay Gaw, though 
ratified by the Zimmay Chief, did not vest in Moung Shoay 
Gaw or his assignees thé timber which had been cut by Moung 
Shoay Baw. Indeed, Moung Shoay Gaw never made a claim 
to any of the logs, except those which, according to his state- 
ment, had- been cut by himself, thoughin his petition he stated 
that 3,000 had been cut by others. 
[The Chief Justice then commented on certain correspondence 
between the appellant and his agents, and proceeded] :— 
I think the Recorder was right in decreeing the suit in favor 


of the plaintiff; but the decree is merely for the restoration of 
, 4—0 
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1869 the timber. By section 191, Act VIII. of 1859, itis enacted that, 
Rionaro when the suit is for moveable property, if the decree be for the 
delivery of such property, it shall also state the amount of 
asp money to be paid as an alternative if delivery cannot be had. 
Annus The learned Advocate-General was allowed to add as a cross- 
objection that the Court ought to have awarded alternative 
damages, and we think that the decree ought to be amended in 

that respect. 

It is, therefore, necessary to fix the amount of damages. The 
plaintiff has valued the logs at rupees 80 each; but there is no 
sufficient evidence to show that they are of that value. By the 
6th Article of the agreement of the 26th of January 1865 be- 
tween R. C. Burn and another, and R. and W. Snadden, the 
latter bound themselves to purchase the timber at the rate of œ 
rupees 42-8 per log, for all logs of three cubits in girth and up- 
wards. The defendant has got the timber in his possession, and 
had the means of proving its dimensions and value. Looking 
to the circumstances under which Snadden bound himself to 
R. C. Burn and Moung Shoay Gaw to purchase the timber at 
rupees 42-8 per log, half the purchase-money to be applied 
in satisfaction of their demand, on which interest at the rate of 
24 and 36 per cent. was reserved, I think we may fairly add as 
against the defendant, who can return the timber if he pleases, 
50 per cent. upon the amount of rupees 42-8 per log, at which 
he agreed to purchase. The logs are, therefore, valued at rupees 
63-12 each. It was stated by Moung Shoay Gaw, in his petition 
dated 3rd March 1863, before he assigned his interests to Mr. 
Lenaine, under whom appellant claims, the assignment being dated 
30th June 1863, that the market price in Moulmein was rupees 
60 a log. 

The decree is affirmed, and itis ordered that, if delivery of 
the timber cannot be had, the defendant shall pay.to the plaintiff, 
as alternative damages for each log of which such delivery can- 
not be had, the sum of rupees 63-12. The appellant will 
pay the costs of this appeal to be calculated upon the value of 
122 logs, at rupees 63-12 each, amounting altogether to rupees 
7,777-8. There is no appeal as to the amount of costs in the 
lower Court, and, therefore, the costs in that Court®will stand as 

_ ‘they have been given by the Recorder. 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


THE COLLECTOR OF BOGRA, ON BEHALF or GOYBRRNNENT (PLAINTIFF), 1869 
ò. KRISHNA INDRA ROY (Derenpanr.)* Pcsik sac 


Superintendence—Act VITI of 1859, s, 230—Dispossession, 


Whether or not an appeal lica from the decision of a lower Court, rejecting an 
application by a party other than a defendant, ander section 230 of Act VIII. of 
1859, disputing the right of the decree-holder to dispossess him, the High Court 
may under tho 15th section of the Charter, compel the lower Oourt to exercise its 
javisdiction. 

Golucknarain Dutt v. Bistooprea Dossee (1) referred to, and qnestioned. 

. Planting a bamboo and making proclamation to the occupants of an estate that 
it has been adjudged to some other, is sufficient disposscssion of a landlord to 
warrant him in applying to the Court under section 230. i 


Ananp Mayr Dast sued one Payter, for possession of a share 
in certain villages, making Government a pro formå defendant, 
and obtained a decree. ‘In execution of that decree against 
Payter, she got possession of certain other villages belonging to 
Government. The Collector of Bogra thereupon, under sec- 
tion 230 of Act VIII. of 1859, presented a petition, claiming 
the villages as not included in the decree. The lower Court 
held, that as Government had been a party to the original suit, 
it could not come in under section 230. The Judge, on appeal, 
reversed this, holding that Government was a party other than 
a defendant within the meaning of the section, not the party 5 
against whom the decree had passed or execution been sought. 
The case was remitted for trial on merits, and decided partly in 
favour of Government. On appeal from the decision on the 
merits, the Judge held that no appeal lay from the original decision 
of the lower Court rejecting the petition; but the Judge held that 
it was open to the lower Court to enquire whether Government 
was in possession, and had been dispossessed ; and whether it was 

* Special Appeal, No. 2063 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Dinagepore, 


dated the 24th April 1868, roversing a deerce of the Principal Suddor Amcen of that 
district, dated the 13th of September 1867. 


t G) 1 W. R., 140, 
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1869 im possession on.its own account or on account of some person 
UE GOLIE other than the defendant. ‘He referred to Neelmadhub Dutt v. 
Kuwa Padhamohun (1). On the first point, the Judge held, that as 
Isora Rox, nothing but the fixing of a bamboo, &c., had taken place, there 
; had been no actual dispossession, and on the second he found that 
Government held the land through and by the actual defendant 

to the suit. He, therefore, dismissed the case., 


The Government appealed specially. 


Mr. R. T. Allan and Baboos Jagadanand Mookerjee and Anu- 
kul Chandra Mooherjee for appellant, i 


Baboo Srinath Doss for respondent. 


. NORMAN, J.—A decree had been obtained in 1855 by the 
original defendant, Anand Mayi Dasi, now represented by 
Krishna Indra Roy, against Mr. Payter, for one anna 6 ganda 
share in four villages, in Pergunna Sagura, called Bolupara, 
Joypore, Khijrun, and Kholapara. The Government was made a 
co-defendant. The decree went against Mr. Payter, directing 
him to give possession of the villages with mesne - profits, to pay 
the plaintiff's costs, and also the costs of the Government. In 
execution of that decree, after the death of Payter, viz. in 1864, 
the defendant applied for possession of a village called Putooria 
and other lands, now alleged to belong to the Government. 
Delivery of these lands appears to have been made by planting 
a bamboo, and a proclamation issued to the occupants of the pro- 
perty, under section 224 of Act VIII. of 1859. Subsequent to 
this, on the 5th of June 1867, the Collector of Bogra, on behalf of 
the Secretary for India, presented a petition, under’section 230 
of Act VIII. of 1859, alleging that the Government had been 
dispossessed of the village and lands in question in execution of 
the decree; that the same were in the possession of the Govern- 
ment, and not included in the decree. An order was passed that 
the case should be taken upon the 28th of the same month of 
June. On the 28th of June, the Principal Sudder Ameen made 
an order, that as it appéared from the decree that the petitioner, - 


(1) 3 W 1; 205, J 
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that is to say the Government, represented by. the Collector of 
Bogra, was a defendant in the suit, and as the ease was decided 
betweon the parties, the petition-could-not be entertained. From 
that decision there was an appeal to the Judge, Mr. Tucker. 
The Judge held, that Government stood in the position of å 
person “ other than the defendant, within the meaning of section 
230.” The Government was, in fact, a mere formal party to the 


suit, not the party against whom the decree had passed or against- 


whom execution was sought. Upon that ground, the Judge re- 
versed, and we think rightly reversed, thedecision of the Principal 
Sudder Ameen, and remitted the case to him, with directions to 
dispose of it under section 230. The Principal Sudder Amcen 
took up the case again, tried and decided it partly in favor of 
Government, and from this decision there was an appeal to the 
Judge, Mr. Browne. Mr. Browne was of opinion that no appeal 
lay from the original order of the Principal Sudder Ameén, 
and he referred to a case, Goluck Narain Dutt v. Bistoo Prea 
Dossee (1). That case, however, appears to have been fol- 
lowed by two later cases which have been brought to our 
notice, one being dated the 2nd of March in this year, by BAYLEY 
AND HOBHOUSE, J.J. (2), and which, if not in conflict with it, at 


(1) 1 W. R., 140. 


(2) Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. 
Justice Hobhouse. 


In the original plaint, the plaintiff 
sued one Mobsrik Ah Chowdhry ‘os 
defendant. 

The plaintiff obtained a decree, and 
at the heading of the decree the name 
entered was simply Mobarik Ali, and 
in the body of the decree, the name 
written was Mokur Ali. 

In execution of the decree, one 
Mobarik Ali Chowdhry applied to the 
Court, under section 230, Act VII. of 
1859, praying that the paper, under 
which possession of certain lands was 
given to the decree-lolder, might be 
rectified, as the lands were the lands 
of the applicant, and he was no party 


RASUL BIBI (DECREK-HOLDER) V. 
SHEIKH MOBARIK ALI ‘Ann axoTHER.* 


Baboo Srinath Banerjee and Akhil 
Chandra Sen for appellant. 


Mr. Twidaleond Girish Chandra 
Ghose for respondents. 


Barrer, J.—In this case the decree- 
holder obtained a decree, in the first 
Court, on the 9th December 1862, 
which was confirmed on appeal, on the 


28th April 1865. 


+ Miscellansous Special Appenl, No. 482 of 
1868, from a decree of the Judge of Chitta- 
gong, dated the lst August 1868, 1oversing 
n (leeres of the Principal Sudder Ameen of 
that district, dated tho 21st September 1867. 


‘to the suit in which the decree wos 
obtained. It was further alleged by this 
Mobarik Ali Chowdhvy, that the said 
lands were not covered by the decrees. 

Ou the 21st of September 1867, the 
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least materially qualify the rule which it is supposed to lay down. 


TOR or Boana Principal Sudder Ameen rejected the 


KRISHNA 


application of Mobarik Ali, that Court 


Inpa Roy. holding that he was a party to the 


original suit, and that the words 
Mokur Ali were by mistake entered 
in the decree inatend of Nobarik Ali. 

The Judge, in the lower Appellate 
Court, las come to a conclusion of 
fact on the evidence, that Mobarik Ali 
Chowdhry, the applicant to the first 
Court, under section 280, Act VILD. of 
1859, was not a party to the original 
suit. The Judge, however, goes on to 
say, that he had no power to interfere 
with the order of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen, so far ns he rejects the 
applicant’s application under section 
230 of Act VILL. of 1859, and that 
the applicant was at liberty to in- 
stitute a regular suit, if he liked, for 
recovery of the land in question. 
The Judge, therefore, gave a partial 
decree to the above effect to the 
petitioner, and awarded Rs. 50 as his 
vakeel’s fees payable by the decree- 
holder. 

Against this order, the decree-holder 
appeals specially before us, and urges: 

Firstly.—That the lower Appellate 
Court was going beyond its jurisdiction 
to entertain an appeal from an order 
rejecting the application of Mobarik 
Ali, under section 230, Act VIII. of 
1869. 

Secondly.—That even if he could 
entertain the appeal, he ought to have 
remanded the case to the first Court 
to make Mobarik Alia plaintif, and 
the decree-holder a defendant, as in a 
suit with reference to sections 280 and 
231, and dispose of the case on merits. 


There is a cross appeal by Mobarik - 


Ali Chowdhry to the effect, that the 
order of the Judge does not go far 
enough; inasmuch as the Judge 


ought to have decided whether the 
lands were covered by the decree, and 
whether the applicant held possession 
of them or not. 

Tam of opinion that, to some extent, 
these pleas are valid. It is quite true 
that no appeal lies against an order of 
the Court refusing to entertain, an 
application under section 280, Act 
VIO. of 1859, and that the proper 
remedy for the petitioner is to proceed 
in a regular suit, but if the case is 
admitted and investigated by the 
Court, then it gives the Appellate 
Court jurisdiction [Goluck Narain 
Dutt v. Bisioo Prea Dossee (1)], and it 
is clear that in this case there was an 
investigation into the fact of Mobarik 
Ali being a party to the original suit 
or not, and that the Principal Sudder 
Ameen found that he was a party, and 
the lower Appellate Court that he was 
notso. The proper course for the Judge 
to have adopted, under the above 
circumstances, was to have remitted 
the case to the first Court, with direc- 
tions that Mobarik Ali Chowdhry, the 
applicant under section 230, should 
be made a plaintiff, and the decree- 
holder, a defendant in the case, and 
that the case be registered and tried 
as asuit between the two parties. 

This being done, the defect in the 
order of the Judge in not finding as 
to whether Mobarik Ali Chowdhry had 
possession of the lands, or whether they 
were covered by the decree or not, 
would have been cured. 

I think, therefore, that this course 
should pe now followed; and that the 
case should be remanded to the lower 
Court, accordingly. 


Hosuovusr, J.—Therespondent, Mo- 
barik Ali, applied for an enquiry, under 
e 
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For myself I am bound to say, that it appears to me, that with- 
out impeaching the decision in Goluch Narain Dutt v. Bistoo 
Prea Dossee (1) which may possibly have been correct on the 
facts, in the present case the Principal Sudder Ameen did raise 
and try an issue in law, and did pass a decision under the 230th 
section, when he determined that the application of the Collec- 
tor, on behalf of the Government, to be restored to possession, 
must be rejected upon the ground, that he had no jurisdiction 
upon point of law to try the case, because the Government was 
not a person other than the. defendant, within the meaning of 
the section. We need not consider whether it is necessary to 
refer the question to a Full Bench, because, if the decision in 
Goluch Narain Dutt v. Bistoo Prea Dossee (1) is correct, and 
no appeal lies from an order refusing to entertain an appli- 
cation under the 230th section, we should, on application made 
to us for that purpose, probably have compelled the Principal 
Sudder Amecn to exercise his jurisdiction, under the powers 
vested in us by the 15th section of the Charter Act. Therefore, 
as the defendant acquiesced in the order of remand, and the 
objection was not taken in proper time, and if taken, an equiva- 
lent order might have been passed, we think it is now too late for 


found, asa fact, that Mobarik Ali was 
not a party to the decree, and so far, 


the provisions of section 230, Act VIIL 
of 1859. 


The first Court decided that the appli- 
cant, i. e. Mobarik Ali, was a party to the 
decree; and although that Court did, 
after coming to that decision, in s0 many 
terma, refuse to exercise jurisdiction, 
under the provisions of section 230, 
yet, when upon the evidence the first 
Court found that Mobarik Ali was a 
party to the decree, it did virtually 
exercise that jurisdiction. It did, in 
fact, investigate the case within the 
meaning of the decision quoted by 
Mr. Justice Bayley, and although that 
investigation was only a partial inves- 
tigation, yet it was an investigation 
sufficient to give the Jadge jurisdiction 
in appeal 

Then having jurisdiction, the Judge 

e 


therefore, the enquiry and investigation 
under section 230 was complete, and 
cannot, being a finding of fact, be dis- 
turbed by us. 

But there was then another point 
remuining to be decided by the Judge 
in the case, and it was this, viz., whether 
the property was bond fide in possession 
of the applicant on his own account 
or on account of some person other 
then the defendant. I agree that on 
this point the case must be remanded 
to the Court below. If it is found that 
the property was in possession of the 
applicant, the Court will give hima 
decree; if it is found that it is not in 
hts possession, the Court will dismiss 
his suit. 


(1) 1 W. R., 140. 
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neous; first, he considered that the Governinent had not been 


Ixpra Ror, dispossessed by the delivery of possession of the land in dispute 


1869 


March 8. 


to the depree-holder, under section 224, or by the planting of 
the bamboo. We think it clear that a landlord must be taken 
to be in possession of land which is occupied by his tenants from 
whom he is receiving rents. If a bamboo be planted, and pro- 


clamation made to the occupants of the property under the. 


‘224th section, that the land has been adjudged to some other 


person, we think the landlord is dispossessed in execution of the 
decree, or at least that he is so far put out of possession as to 
have a right to come in and ask for redress under the 230th 
section. 

Upon the other point adverted to by the judge, viz. that a Mr. 
Payter (who appears by the way tobe a different person from 
the original defendant) is now in possession as a farmer of 
Government of the lands in dispute, it does not, in our opinion, 
tend to show that the Government was not in possession, We 
are unable to understand the argument of the Judge on this point. 
The case must be remanded to the Judge for a decision on the 


‘ merits. The respondents-must pay the costs of this appeal. 


JACKSON, J.—I comeur in tie, order which my colleague 
` would pass in this case. 


d 
- Before Mr, Justice Macpherson and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. , 
MIR MATAR ALI (Dxrrnoaxt)'o. AMANI (PLAINTIFF) 


AND OTHERS (Derenpants).* 


Mohammedan Law—Dower—Limitation— Succession. 


Among Mohammedans, deferred dower becomes payable on the dissolution of the 
mgrtringe, whether by divorce or by the death of either of the partics. 

According to Mohammedan law, when the heirs of a woman claim dower 
from her husbaud, which was mowajjal or deferred, and not due or payable 
till her death, their claim is a simple money claim founded solely on the contract 


* Regular Appeals, Nos. 59, 65, and 94 of 1868, from a, decree of ‘the Principal 
Sudder Amocn of Bhagulpore, dated the 9th-Docember 1867. ` 9 
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made by the husband ; ec a snit for such dower must be hronght within three years 1869 

of the wife’s death. (Act XIV. of 1859, section 1, cl. 10). Mie MAHAR 
- The husband is nota trustee for his wife in respect of her she nor has the Aid 

wife a lien on her husband’s property. Amann 


Query as to the nature of the wife’s claim for dower against the heirs of her hus- 
band. 

Shahzada Mahomed Faez v. Shahradi Oomdah Begum (i) commented on. ` 

Mental derangement is no impediment to succession under the Mohammedan law. 


Messrs. G. C. Paul and C. Gregory for appellant. 


"Mr. R. E. Twidaleand Baboo Debendra Narayan Bose for res- 
pondents. i : 


The facts are fully set out in the following judgment of 


MAOPHERSON, J.—Mir Kazim Ali died, leaving a widow, Nasi- 
run, and three daughters, Khyratun, Amani and Hakimun. ` 
The defendant, Mir Mahar Ali, was married to Hakimun, who 
is now dead. The suit, out of which these three appeals arise, is 
brought by Amani, The case which she makes in her plaint is 
two-fold: First, that Nasirun being insane, her three daughters 
divided, amongst themselves, her (Nasirun’s) share in Mir Kazim 
Ali’s estate, and after Hakimun’s death, Mir Mahar Ali forged a 
bill of sale in her name; a deed conveying to him all Hakimun’s 
interest in her mother Nasirun’s share of Kazim Ali’s estate, 
as well as the share in that estate taken by Hakimun in her own 
right: and second, that when Mahar Ali married Hakimun, he 
settled upon her a dower of 40,000 sicca rupees and 40 ashrufffees, 
the whole dower being mowajjal or “deferred,” and that no 
portion of the dower having been paid, the plaintiff Amani is, by 
right of inheritance, entitled, as one of the representatives of 
Hakimun, to a share of it, amounting to Company’s rupees 
. 7,253-5-4, The lower Court having decided in favor of the 
plaintiff, as regards the dower and as regards Nasirun’s share in 
`- Kazim Ali’s estate, Mahar Ali appeals to this Court, his appeal 
being No. 59 of 1868. 

The. main grounds of appeal are: That Hakimun having 
died before her husband, the dower never became payable at ~ 


> 


0) e W.R, UL. -0 z 
o 420 


s Ben. Law ` 
15 June, 


308 HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA. [B. L. R 


1869 alls. that the suit, as regards the dower, is barred by limita- 

“Mim Manan pauan tion, having been instituted more than three years after the 

PEA death of Hakimun: that, Nasirun being alive, her daughter 

(whether she be insane or not) had no right to appropriate her 

share in Kazim Ali’s estate, and therefore the plaintiff cannot 

sue for it; and that Mahar Ali did not, in fact, settle on 
Hakimun a dower of 40,000 sicca rupees, as alleged. 


In the view which I take of the case, it will be unnecessary 
for me to consider the last of these grounds of appeal. As to 
fhe first point, I think there is nothing in it, being clearly of 
opinion that deferred dower becomes payable on the dissolution 
of the marriage, whether by divorce or by the death of either 
of the parties (see Macnaghten’s Mohammedan Law, page 59, 

‘also 276 and 278, Cases 23 and 29. Baillie’s Mohammedan ° 
Law, page 96; 1 Hedaya, 155; Hosseinooddin Chowdree v. 
Tajunissa Khatoon (1). 


As regards the second point, I think that the plaintiffs claim 
is barred by the law of limitation, and therefore that the 
defendant, Mahar Ali, is entitled to a judgment. The plaintiff's 
suit was instituted more than three, but less than six, years 
after the death of Hakimun: and the question is whether when 
the heirs of a woman, who dies in her husband’s life-time, sue 
the husband for her dower, which was mowajjal, their suit 
must not be brought within three years of the origin of ‘their 
caust of action, namely, the death of the woman, On the 
one hand, it is contended that the right to deferred dower 
arises solely from the husband’s contract to pay it, and that 
the suit is a simple suit for the breach of a contract within the 
meaning of clauses 9 and 10 of section 1 of Act XIV. of 18659. 
On the other hand, it is argued that the suit is not merely for 
a breach of contract, but is against the husband who holds the 
dower in his hands, as trustee for his wife who (and her heirs 
after her death) has a lien on his property to the extent of the 
. unpaid dower: and itis urged that the period of limitation is 
either 12 years, under clause 12 of section 1 of Act XIV. of 1859, 
or at any rate six years under clause 16. i 


(1) W. R., 1864, 199. fig 
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But the plaintiffs claim, as regards this dower, is simply for 1869 
a money ‘debt. Ican find nothing in the Mohammedan law to Mm Manar 
warrant the idea that where there is a contract to pay deferred 
dower, that contract of itself gives the woman a lien on her 
husband’s property. In the case of Woomatool Fatima Begum 
vy, Mirunmunnissa Khanum(1), NORMAN and SETON-KARR., JJ. 
are said to have held, that a widow has a lien for her dower, 
whether ‘ prompt’ or ‘ deferred.’ But they so held merely with 
reference to the special case before them, which was one, in 
which the widow, having got possession of her husband’s estate, 
held it in lieu of her dower for many years, before the heirs of 
the husband turned her out. The learned Judges say: “ These 
“texts and cases seem to us to establish the position that the 
. “widow of a Mussulman in possession of her husband’s estate 
“upon aclaim of dower, has a lien upon it as against those 
“ entitled ag heirs, and is entitled to possession of it as against 
“them till the claim of dower is satisfied.” 


v. 
AMANL 


The authorities show, that one who has a claim for dower is 
exactly on the same footing as any other ordinary creditor and 
ranks pari passu with other ordinary creditors, having no special 
charge on the estate or preference of any sort, though dower, like 
every other debt, must be paid before the heirs are entitled to take 
any thing. In Macnaghten’s Precedents “ Of debts and securi- 
ties ” Case 10, page 356, the question is put: “ A man dies, being 
“indebted to his wife for her dower. Has shea lien on the perso- 
“nal property left by her husband, in satisfaction of such dower, 
“in preference to the other heirs?” The answer is, that if the 
other heirs pay her dower, she has no claim on her husband’s 
property except for her share as one of his heirs; but that, if 
they do not pay her dower, she has a “ prior claim” against the 
estate. But this contains no indication of any opinion that the 
wife has a lien for her dower; it merely showsgthat, as to which 
there is no doubt, viz., that the dower, like any other debt, must 
be paid before the estate, divisible among the heirs, can be ascer- 
tained. 


i (i) 9 W. R., 318. 
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Mir Mamar the question is asked: “Is there any fixed period, according to 
Axa, “the Mohammedan Law, beyond which a claim of debt cannot be 

“ preferred ? and is a debt of dower considered in the same light 
“as other debts, or are there any peculiarities attending it?” 
The reply is as follows :—“ There is no fixed period beyond which 
“ payment of dower cannot be claimed, and a claim of dower is 
“ considered in the same light as other claims, which cannot be 
* defeated without satisfaction by the debtor or relinquishment by 
“the creditor, as is laid down in the Kafi—A debt ot dower 
“is viewed in the same light as any other debt which has been 
“ contracted by a stranger, and the claim of payment cannot be 
“ defeated until the debtor liquidate it, or the creditor relinquish . 
“his claim. So also in the Fusuli Imadeya: Payment of a » 
« wife’s dower is incumbent on the husband, in like manner as 
“the payment of his other debts, and, until satisfaction is made, 
“ the estate cannot be distributed among his heirs.” 
. In Case 23, page 274, it is expressly said in one of the answers 
toa question put: “ The law makes no distinction between a 
“claim of dower and other debts. No preference is given to 
** one description of claim over another, and a pro ratå distribution 
“ must be made with respect to all.” 

In Case 24, page 275, the question being whether the whole of the 
property, real and personal, of the husband being absorbed by the 
debt (dower), the property belonged of right to the widow, or was 
to be distributed among the heirs generally: the answer is, “ It 
“has been proved, by the testimony of three competent witnesses, 
** that the debt due to the defendant, from her deceased husband, 
“ on account of dower, amounted to ten thousand gold-mohurs 
“and twenty-five thousand rupees, and a debt legally proved can- 
“not be satisfied, but by compromise or liquidation. So long 
“ag the debtor lives, he is responsible in person, and, on his death, 
* his property is answerable ; but there is this distinction between 
“money and other property in cases of dower, namely that the 
« widow is at liberty to take the former description of property, 
“over which she has absolute power ; but as to other property 
“she is entitled to a lien on it as security for the debt, and it 
s does not become her property absolutely withous the consent 
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“of the heirs of a judicial decree. Where the debt is large and 
“the estate small, the former necessarily absorbs the latter, in 
“spite of any objection urged by the heirs, who, until they pay 
“the debt, have no legal claim against the creditor in possession 
* to deliver up the estate. Here, no doubt, there is the expres- 
‘gion she has a lien.” But it is evident that the word is used 
merely with reference to questions as to the distribution of the 
estate, and that it is not mentioned in any degree to lay down 
that a woman has a lien on her husband’s estate in the ordinary 
and legal sense of the term lien. It is not intended to say any- 


_thing more than that the widow has a right to be paid her dower 


before the heir takes anything for himself. 


In the case of Shahzada Mahomed Faez v. Shahzadi Oomdah 
Begum (1), itis said in general terms, that a “ Mohammedan wife’s 
“ dower, even though it is in the hands of her husband, is con- 
‘sidered to be her estate held by him, in trust for his wife, and 
& on her death becomes divisible among her heirs. The Limi- 
“tation Law applicable to a suit by those heirs is not that re- 
“lating to suits on contracts, but that relating to suits to recover 
“inheritance. The suit is not founded on the contract, but on 
“the withholding of the widow’s estate from the heirs.” In that 
case, the lower Court (whose judgment was upheld) was of opi- 
nion that, as the suit was a suit to recover, by right of inheritance, 
the estate of the deceased wife, it could not be deemed a suit 
founded on contract. What the precise facts were, does not 
clearly appear; nor does the meagre report, with which we 
are furnished, give any indication of the matter having 
been argued or discussed, and the decision is therefore, of 
little value as a precedent. But it is wholly unnecessary 
for me to consider what is the law of limitation applicable 


. to a case in which the wifes dower “is in the hands of 


the husband”; because im the present instance, the whole 
dower being deferred, and not having become due until the wife’s 
death, there is no ground for saying, that it is “ in the hands of 
her husband,” and that, therefore, he is to be deemed a trustee, 
any more than there is ground for saying that every debt, which 


° (1) 6 W. R, 111. 
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is not paid on due date, remains in the hands of the debtor, who 
therefore is a trustee for his creditor. The case of the widow, 
who after her husband’s death, claims her dower as against the 
husband’s heirs,’is very different from that of the heirs of the 
wife who claim her mowajjal dower as against the surviving 
husband. . 

On the whole, I have no doubt whatever that, according to Mo- 
hammedan law, when the heirs of a Mohammedan woman claim, 
from her husband, dower which was mowajjal or deferred, and 
not dus or payable until her death, their claim is a simple money 
claim founded solely on the contract entered into by the husband : 
and that the rule of limitation applicable is that contained in 
clauses 9 and 10 of section 1 of Act XIV. of 1859. And I 
think that the present suit, not having been instituted till more 
than three years had elapsed from the death of the-wife, is barred, 
so far as the claim for dower is concerned. 

Mir Mahar Ali is also entitled to have the decree of the 
lower Court reversed, so far as it relates to Nasirun’s share 
of the estate of Kazim Ali. Supposing Nasirun is insane, 
that does not preclude her from inheriting, for mental derange- 
ment is no impediment to succession (Macnaghten’s Mohammedan 
Law “ Precedents of Inheritance” Case 10, p. 89). Kazim Ali 
is stated in the plaint to have died in Magh 1267, and as 
Nasirun is still alive, it is clear that neither the plaintiff nor 
Hakimun has any title to the share to which Nasirun was 
entitled by right of inheritance. No agreement come to by the 
three daughters of Nasirun could entitle them to divide her 
share amongst themselves, and the plaintiffs case fails, simply 
because, on her own shewing, she has no possible right to that 
which she seeks. 


It appears to me, that the plaintiff's suit ought to have been . 


dismissed altogether, and I think that the decree of the lower 
Court, so far as it is appealed against-by Mahar Ali, ought to 
be reversed, and that the plaintiffs suit ought to be dismissed 
as against him with all costs both here and in the court below. 
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Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


GOBIND CHANDRA SARMA MAZOOMDAR (Prarrtwr) v. ANAND 
MOHAN SARMA MAZOOMDAR anp orners (Durexpants.)* 


Adoption— Possession— Hindu Widow—Limitation. 


A Hindu died after leaving direction to his widow to adopt a son. Upon a 
partitién of the joint property amongst his brothers aud widow, a certain property 
was allotted to his widow as hor share of the joint property. Afterwards, in 1849, 
his brothers dispossessed the widow. In 1851, she adopted a son who attained his 
majority in 1865, and in 1866 instituted the present suit for possession of the 


property. 

Held, that the possession of the widow previous to the adoption, was not that of a 
trustee for the son to be adopted. 

Held, tat the suit was barred by lapse of time. 


Baboos Anukul Chandra Mookerjee and Nalit Chandra Sen 
for appellant. 


Baboo Hem Chandra Banerjee for respondents. 
Tue judgment of the Court was delivered by 


HOBHOUSE, J.—In this case the plaintiff sued for possession 
of a certain property. He alleged that sometime previous to 
the year -1256 (1849) this property was held by one Shib 
Chandra Sarma and the Sarma defendants, as members of a 
joint family. 

One Rambha, widow of Shib Chandra, succeeded to Shib 
Chandra’s rights in the property sometime before the year 1255 
(1848), and in that year, the plaintiff alleged, that by a batwara 
then made, the present property in dispute fell to his mother’s 
share of the joint family property. He then stated that the 
Sarma defendants dispossessed his mother in the year 1256 
(1849); that he, by permission of his father, was adopted by his 


* Special Appeal, No. 2405 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Judge of 
Zilla Mymensing, dated the 12th June 1868, affirming a decree of the Principal 
Suddor Ameen Æ that district, dated the 28tl May 1868. 
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mother in the year 1258 (1851); that he was then a minor, and 


Gosmo Cuan- g0 continued up to the year 1272 (1865); that in that year 


Mazoonnan 


he came of age, and this suit was filed on the 21st Aswin 1273 


Awann Morax (September 1866.) 
SARMA 


MALOOMDAR, 


The defendants objected that, inasmuch as the cause of action 
commenced to run from the year 1256 (1849), and inasmuch 
as the plaintiff had not sued until the year 1273 (1866), the 
plaintiff was ouvof Court by the application of the Statute of 
Limitation. On the other hand, the plaintiff pleaded the special 
protection afforded by the provisions of section 11, Act KIV. 
of 1859. The lower Appellate Court has held, that the suit is 
barred by the application of the Statute of Limitations. 


In appeal the plaintiff urges, that, as he was not adopted until 
the year 1258 (1851), so his cause of action did not arise until 
that year, and that, as from that year until the year 1272 (1866) 
he was a minor, and as he sued within one year of his coming of 
age, so he was within time under the provisions of section 11, 
Act XIV. of 1859. 


The pleader, for the special appellant, puts the case in this way : 
He says that when Shib Chandra died, he gave his widow, Ram- 
bha, permission, that is a direction to adopt; that in furtherance 
of that permission or direction, the said Rambha did adopt, and 
that by reason of this permission, or direction, the said Rambha, 
between the years 1256 (1849) and 1258 (1851) must be supposed 
to have held the estate, not as a person fully representing 
it, but in trust for a son about to be adopted. We think, how- 
ever, that this reasoning is not conclusive, because although there 
was a permission, or direction, to adopt, still it does not follow 
that the person to whom this permission, or direction, was given 
was legally bound toact upon it, or that she might not be, for 
many reasons, unable to carry it out, She might not, for in- 
stance, have been able to find any person fit or willing to accept 
the place of an adopted son, and the pleader for the special 
appellant admits that no one could legally compel her to adopt. 
We cannot, therefore, hold that, when there is a permission or 
direction, to adopt a son, a widow can be said to hold her hus- 
pand’s estate only in trust for the son to be adopted; and the 


ane, 1869 ° 
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question really is as to whether Rambha, in the year 1256 (1849) 
did herself fully represent the estate of Shib Chandra. l Gonia OHAN 


We think that the case, Gobind Coomar Chowdhry v. Huro- enemas 
chunder Chowdhry (1), is conclusive against the special appellant, Axaxo Moras 
on this point; and that that case so completely exhausts the sub- Mazooxpar, 
ject before us, that we think we cannot do better than adopt it 
without any further arguments. We may add, however, that 
what is called the Shiva Ganga case, Katama Natchier v. The 
Rajah of Shiva Gunga (2); and another case, Nabin Chandra 
Chucherbutty v. Iswar Chandra Chucherbutty (3), are strongly 
in point, as cases from which we may deduce that the ruling of 
the Division Bench of this Court before referred to, which we are 
now following, is strictly accurate and good in law. 


The special appeal is dismissed with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 


SYED AZUR ALI anp oruers (Darevpants) v. KALI KUMAR 
OHUKERBUTTY (Puaintir¥).* 1869 


Special Appeal—Secondary Evidence. March 12, 


In a snit ona bond exccuted under a mooktearnama, which was not produced, 
the Court of first” instance admitted secondary evidenco of it, and decreed the suit. 
In special appeal, tho High Court was of opinion that the secondary evidence 
had been improperly admitted, and therefore the decree in the plaintiff’s favor 
could not stand. Upon this it was contended that the suit should be dismissed, 
as the Court, hearing a case in special appeal, had no power, under such circum- 
stances, either to remand the case or to call for additional evidence. 

Held, that, although the powers conferred by sections 351, 354, and 855 of Act 
VIL. of 1859 on the Court of regular appeal, are not directly given to the Court of 
special appeal, yet the Court, when it found the order of a lower Appellate Court 
was wrong, could point out the error and direct the lower Appellate Court to make 
such order as would rectify the error. 


* Special Appeal, No. 2981 of 1866, from a decree of the Judge of Backergunge, 
dated 14th Angust 1866, affl:ming a decreo of the Principal Sudder Ameen of that 
district, dated the 16th March 1866. 


(1) 7 W. R, 134, (8) Case No. 460 of 1867 ; 29th April 
(2) 9 Moore LeA., 534, 1868, 
43—O 
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1889 Baboos Chandra Madhub Ghose and Srinath Banerjee for 
8 AzuB 
bio appellant. 
v. 
Karı K 
Cuuxenstrry. Baboos Kali Mohan Doss and Dwarka Nath Mitter for 


respondent. 


Marxsy, J.—In this case the plaintiff brought a suit to 
recover an alleged loan of rupees 1,000 upon a bond said to have 
been executed by one Mohan Chandra Sen, as mooktear on be- 
half of the defendant. The defendants denied that they had 
borrowed the money, and that they had ever given any mooktear- 
nama to Mohan Chandra Sen, empowering him to execute the 
bond. The bond was produced, bat not the mooktearnama, The 
plaintiff, however, gave evidence, which the Court of first in- 
stance considered sufficient to justify the reception of secondary 
evidence, of the contents of the mooktearnama. Accordingly, 
a book was produced from the Court in which the mooktearnama 
had been registered, which contained (apparently) an abstract of 
the contents of it. i 


It was objected by the defendants in the lower Appellate 
Court, and has been objected here, that the secondary evidence 
was inadmissible, because the plaintiff had not sufficiently ac- 
counted for the non-production: of the original mooktearnama. 

We have examined this part of the evidence, and think that 
the Court of first instance was wrong in considering that the 
proper foundation had been laid for the admission of secondary 
evidence. The witnesses do not state that the document is lost 
or destroyed, on the contrary, it seems to have been perfectly 
well ascertained where it was. It is true, that the possession of 
it appears to have been changed so frequently, that the plaintiff 
may well have had some difficulty in bringing it into Court, but 
this would not justify the reception of secondary evidence. The 
proper course, if the Court thought that the plaintiff had exer- 
cised real diligence, would have been to adjourn the case, in 
order to give him time to make fresh efforts to produce the ori- 
ginal, or, if there were any ground for supposing that the per- 
sons into whose custody it had come were acting under the con- 
trol of the defendant, to give the latter notice to produce it. 
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We, therefore, think that the secondary evidence was not 18609 
admissible, and that the verdict in the plaintiff's favor cannot eka 
stand. Upon this, the question arises, what is the order which | ee 
this Court ought to make on appeal. The vakeel, for the Cuuxxssurry. 
appellant, contends, that we ought at once to dismiss the suit; 
that we have no power to remand the case, or to hear additional 
evidence, or to refer the case back to the lower Court for 
that purpose, no such power having been conferred on the Court 
which sits in special appeal. 

We are, however, clearly of opinion that this view cannot be 
maintained. It is true, as contended, that the powers conferred 
by sections 351, 354, and 355 on the Court of regular appeal 
are not directly given to the Court of special appeal, but when 
we find that the order of the lower Appellate Court is wrong, 
our duty is to point out to that Court what order it ought to have 
made, and to direct that Court to make it. Indirectly, there- 
fore, though not directly, we have the same power in this respect 
as the Court of regular appeal. 

The lower Appéllate Court in this case ought to have reversed 
the decision of the first Court, upon the ground that the second- 
ary evidence was wrongly admitted. We now direct the lower 
Appellate Court to do so, and remand the case for that purpose, 
and the lower Appellate.Court will dispose of it in accordance 
with sections 343 and 354 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


W. FITZPATRIOK (Puarntirr) v. GEORGE WALLACE AND OTHERS 1869 
(Darenpants.)* March 12. 


Right of Oceupancy—Determination of Tenancy. 


In a gnit by a lessee to oust the tenant in possession, held that, the tenaucy must be 
shewn to have beon legally determined by notice to quit, demand of possession, or 
otherwise. 


* Special Appeal, No. 1899 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of the Small Cause Court 
exercising the power of Principal Sudder Ameen of Bhagulpore, dated the 28rd March 
1868, affirming a gecree of the Sudder Ameen of that district, dated the 29th August 1867. 
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Semble.—A right of occupancy can be gained in land let for the purposes of 
grazing cattle or horses. 


In this case plaintiff sued to oust defendant from certain lands 
used by defendant as a grazing and breeding ground for horses, 
on the plea that he (plaintiff) had obtained a lease of the land 
from the zemindar. Defendant pleaded a right of occupancy, 
and the lower Courts decided in his favor. 


Baboos Tulsi Das Seal and Amarnath Bose for appellant. 
Mr. 4. A. Sevestre for respondents, 


The facts and arguments in the case are fully given in the 
following judgment of 


Norman, J.—The defendant in this case is a breeder of horses, 
and this suit is brought to recover possession of about 30 bigas 
of land in Basdeopur, occupied by the defendant for grazing 
purposes and as part of an exercise ground for the horses. 
` The defendant, Mr. George Wallace, and his predecessor, Mr. 
Adolphus Wallace, have been in possession of the land from the 
year 1854, and have paid rent regularly to the zemindar to the 
end of 1272 (September 1865). The plaintiff claims under a 
lease granted by the zemindar, dated the 27th Bhadra 1268 
(September 1861). The Principal Sudder Ameen, affirming the 
judgment of the first Court, dismissed the suit on the ground 
that the defendant had a right of occupancy under the 6th 
section of Act X. of 1859. From this decision the plaintiff 
appeals. 

We might dismiss the appeal at once, Basins there is nothing 
to show that the defendant’s right of possession was ever legally 
determined, either by any notice to quit-or demand of possession 
before the institution of the suit, or in any other way. The 
circumstances ‘under which, notwithstanding the lease to the 
plaintiff, the defendant was allowed to continue to pay rent to 
the zemindar are apparently not explained. 

It was contended that the judgment of the lower Appellate 
Court is erroneous on the ground that Mr. Wallacesis not a ryot, 
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and that land occupied for the breeding and training of horses, 
is not land used for agricultural purposes, so as to be within the 
purview of Act X, of 1859. 

The land in question was described in the argument for the 
special appellant as æ race-course. It is a square, or nearly 
square piece of ground, which, according to the plaintiff, is of 
great value for grazing purposes. One end of it is used as part 
of an exercise or training ground for the horses bred by Mr. 
Wallace. Several cases were cited upon the question as to 
description of land, in respect of which a right of occupancy 
may be gained, for instance, Kali Kishen Bewas v. Sreemutty 
Jankee (1); Ranee Shurno Moye v. C. Blumhardt (2); Khalut 
Chunder Ghose v. Minto (3); and Chotuck Pandoo v. Mirza 
Inayut Ali (4). None of these cases go to the extent of saying 
that a right of occupancy cannot be gained in land used for 
grazing purposes or the breeding of cattle. If a right of 
occupancy can be gained in land used for breeding and grazing 
cattle, we think it may also be gained in Jand used for grazing 
horses. s 

The defendant formerly held under a lease which was not 
produced, and the contents of which were not in evidence. We 
have nothing before us to enable us to pronounce an opinion 
whether there was anything in that lease to prevent the 
defendant from acquiring a right of occupancy ; and, therefore, 
we cannot say whether the decision of the lower Appellate 
Court that the defendant has a right of occupancy is correct. 
‘And we certainly cannot, and do not, say that the holding is 
such that a right of occupancy cannot be gained in respect of it. 


It is enough to say that the defendant’s interest, such as it’ 


was, is not shewn to have been legally determined before the 
commencement of the suit. And on that ground we are of 
opinion that the decision of the lower Appellate Court should be 
upheld, and the appeal dismissed with costs. 


(1) 8 W. R., 251. (3) Ind. Jur. 426. 
(2) 9 W. B., 552. (4) 4 H. C. R. (N. W. P.), 49. 
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Before Sir Burnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


BHUBANESWARI DEBI (Piaintrer) v. DINANATH SANDYAL anv 


+ 
1869 ANOTHER (DBFENDANTS). 


March 13. Payment—Kisthandi—Limitation—Act VIII. of 1869, 8. 206. 


A judgment-creditor is entitled to prove payments made according ta the terms of 
a kistbundi for the purpose of shewing that his right to sue ont execution under the 
kistbundi was not barred by limitation. 

Query, whether part ents under a decres may not be proved, although they 
have not been made ugh the Court, or certified to the Court, under section 206 
of Act VILL of 1859. 


Baboo Nil Madhab Bose for plaintiff. 


Baboo Mahendra Lal Shome for defendants. 


Tis was a reference from the Judge of the Small Cause Court 
at Ranaghat, under the circumstances set out in the Reference, 
which was as follows :— 


The question in these two cases is whether payments made 
out of Court by a judgment-debtor to a decree-holder will 
keep a decree alive. I have little doubt that this question 
should be answered in the negative; but as the sums in dispute are 
considerable (upwards of rupees 800), nd the decree-holder has 
taken the trouble to employ a pleader of the High Court to argue 
the case before me, I submit it herewith for the Court’s decision. 

The decrees were passed in the year 1862; andin February of 
the following year, the parties came before the Court, and filed 
two kistbandis ; executed by the judgment-debtors, whereby they 
bound themselves to pay off the decrees by instalments, The 
Judge ordered this agreement to be entered in the register book, 
and returned the kistbandis to the decree-holder. 

No application for execution was made until December 1868, 
or nearly six years from the execution of the kistbandis; but 
several payments are entered on the backs of those documents, 


* Reference to the High Court by the Judge of the Smal! Cause Court at Ranaghat, 


dated the 27th January 1869. : 


« Reports, 


c, 1869, 
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which, however, were not made through the Court, nor certified 
to the Court (section 206, Act VIII. of 1859). 

The decree-holder’s arguments are mainly, first, that section 206 
does not apply to a case like the present; and, second, that the 
Court, by accepting and recording the kistbandis, in which there 
is astipulation that all payments should be made on the backs of 
those documents, and that the debtors could not claim the benefit 
of payments made in any other manner, virtually gave a direction 
within the meaning of section 206 that the money might be paid 
out of Court. On the jirst point, the case of Kedar Nath 
Mahata v. Heeralol Mundul (1) seems direflly in point; and 
with regard to the second, I do not agree in the construction 
endeavored to be put on the words of the kistbandis, and the 
inference attempted to be drawn from the Court’s acceptance of 
those documents. 

The judgment-debtors having denied the alleged payments, 
decree-holder adduced some oral evidence in support of them, 
which, however, I do not think it necessary to take into consider- 
ation, unless the High Court disagree with me on the question 
referred. I think the decrees are barred. 


The opinion of the High Court was delivered by 


Peacock, Č. J.—I think that the plaintiff was entitled to 
prove the payments made under the kistbandi for the purpose of 
showing that his right to sue out execution under the kistbandi 
was not barred by limitation, Iam not sure that a part pay- 
ment under a decree may not be proved for the purpose of avoid- 


ing limitation, although the payment has not been made through - 


the Court, or certified to the Court. I am disposed to think that 
the words “no adjustment of a decree in part or in whole shall 
be recognized by the Court” in section 206, mean that no adjust- 
ment shall be recognized as’ an adjustment in favor of the 
debtor, unless it is made through the Court, or certified to the 
Court by the person in whose favor decree has been made; the 
meaning being that the person in whose favor the. decree has 
been made, is not to be bound by an alleged payment out of 


‘ (0) 4 W. R, M A, 21, 
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1869 Court, unless he has certified it. Ifthe Legislature had contem- 
oe. plated the Statute of Limitation, and had intended to prevent a 
Drasara Payment made within the period of limitation, from being made 
BANDYAL. nse of to prevent the operation: of limitation, I should think they 
would have required the payment to be certified by the defendant, 
who would, in that case, be affected by it. 7 
I am corroborated in this view by finding that no time is fixed 
within which the plaintiff is to certify. If the plaintiff comes in 
at any time, and certifies that he has been paid, he must be bound 
by it; but if limitation was-the object of the Legislature, they 
would have requffed the certificate to be made within a fixed 
time. 
Further, in this case the defendant was paying under the kist- 
bandi or agreement, and not under the decree, and the Courthad , 
recognized that agreement asthe terms upon which the decree 
was to be executed. It was stipulated in that kistbandi or agree- 
ment that the payments were to be endorsed on the kistbandi, 
without any stipulation that they should be certified to the Court. 
With these remarks the case will go back to the Court which 
referred it, to try, if necessary, whether the payments were made. 
At present it does not appear to this Court that proof of those 
payments is necessary, `f it should appear that the plaintiff is 
seeking to enforce payment of instalments which have become ' 
due within three years previous to the application, We express 
no opinion upon that point, inasmuch as the facts are not suffi- 
ciently before us, and we have only to answer the question put 
tous. We merely throw it out as a suggestion to the Small 
Cause Court Judge when he comes to deal with the case. 
_ The costs in this Court for either side will be costs in the 
execution case. 


aw Reports, 
me, 1869. 
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Before Mr. Justice L. S. Juckson and Mr. Justice Markby. 


‘KRISHNA MOHAN MOOKERJEE anD anoroer (DEFENDANTS) v. 1869 
7 JAGANNATH ROY JUGI anp orners (Pratnrirrs.)* March 13. 
Prescription—Evidence—Ancient Right. 


No fixed period has been laid down within which a right by prescription may be 
gained in this country, The evidence must be such as to justify the Court in 
inferring the existence of a valid ancient right, having regard to the nature of that 
right and the circumstance under whith it has been exercised. 


THIS was a suit to establish an alleged right to use the waters 

+ of a tank for irrigation, and also to recover from the defendant 

° the sum of rupees 28, as damages occasioned to the plaintif by 

the defendants’ interruption. of the use of the right, whereby the 
plaintiffs’ crops had been dried up and ruined. - 

The Moonsiff gave the plaintiff a decree, on the ground that 
he had established the existence of the right in question; and 
being also of opinion that he had suffered some damage, although 
it was uncertain what the amount of that damage was, the Moon- 
siff directed that the precise amount should be ascertained in 

" execution of the decree. The defendant appealed to the Zilla 
Court, and the Subordinate Judge confirmed the decision. 

-The point was raised in special appeal that the plaintiff having 
failed to prove the existence and use of the right which he 
claimed for a period of at least 12 years, no decree declaring 
that right ought to have been passed. 


Baboo Nalit Chandra Sen for appellants. 


z Baboo Nabakrishna Mookerjee for respondents. 


Jackson, J.— I think we are not called upon to reverse the 
decision of the Courts below. I am not aware that, in any case 
yet decided, it has been finally laid down that any particular 


* Special Appeal, No. 2227 of 1868, from a decree of the Subordinate Judge of <~ 
‘West Burdwan, dated the 21st May 1868, affirming a decree of the Moonsiff of 
Bishtopore, datefl the 18th March 1868. 

44-C 
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1869 period is necessary to the establishment generally of what is called 
MoseEa a prescriptive right. The Legislature has, probably, ‘with very 
EBER good reason, abstained from laying down any precise rule, and 
Jacaxxare it is not, I think, the province of the Courts to usurp the functions 
Ror Juar ‘ one 
of the Legislature, and to lay down a positive rule. It seems to 
me that cases are quite conceivable in which the plaintiff might 
not be able to give evidence of actual use for more than four 
or five, or six years, and yet the circumstances might be such 
that a Court would be warranted in inferring the existence 
of a right, In this case the plaintiff went very much beyond 
that. He called witnesses, of whom one went to prove the enjoy- 
ment of this right for 10 or 20 years; another for 10 years; and - 
the third from a period extending as far back as he could 
remember. I think that the Courts below intended to infer, from , 
that evidence, the existence of a valid ancient right, and that 
they were justified in so doing. 
The respondents are entitled to their costs in this appeal. 


MARKEY, J.—I am of the same opinion. I think it is quite 
clear that in this country, while the law recognises that rights 
may be gained by long and continuous enjoyment, or, in other 
words, by prescription, no fixed period has been laid down, within’ | 
which such rights may be gained. It is true that there are 
some considerations which would make it convenient to have 
such a recognised period; but, on the other hand, it is perfectly 
clear that the ‘circumstances under which the right is exercised, 
and the nature itself of the right which is claimed, would give 
rise to very different inferences in different cases as to the exist- 
ence of the right, and this would render the fixing of an arbi- 
trary period unadvisable. 

The vakeel for the appellant has attempted to show that a 

certain fixed number of years has been defined as the period 
within which the existence of this right may be inferred, and has 
relied upon the case of Joy Prokash Sing v. Ameer Ally(1). But 
I think it is perfectly evident, upon a consideration of that case, 
that the Chief Justice, who delivered the judgment, sitting with 
Mr. Justice Dwarkanath Mitter, most carefully abstained from 


0) 9 W. B, 91, 
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Fane, 1869, 
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laying dawn any such thing. In that case the Zilla Judge, _ 1889 
upon ascertaining that it was impossible that the right could have ,, Kreme 
existed for more than 25 years, came at once to the conclusion wes 
that the claim of right, by prescription, could not be established. Jaoaswar 
The Court held that, in coming to that conclusion on that ground, s 
he was wrong, and remanded the case to him for re-consideration, 
with the directions “that the Judge should find whether the 
“right was exercised and was ancient, that is to say, whether 
“it was so ancient as to confer a right;” and the only passage 
in which any defined number of years is mentioned, is where the 
Chief Justice says :—‘ I am inclined to think that, by analogy 
© to the Indian Limitation Act, an adverse and uninterrupted use 
+ * of an easement for 12 years would confer a right to it.” That, 
° in itself, is not an expression of a final opinion, but an expres- 
sion of an inclination of opinion; and itis by no means an 
expression even of an inclination of opinion that a period of 12 
years would, in all cases, be necessaty and sufficient. But, in 
truth, it is not an expression of any opinion at all, but only an 
expression of what was passing through the Judge’s mind at that 
time. The Chief Justice, seems to me, expressly to guard himself 
from giving a final opinion, in the direction to the Zilla 
Judge, which is the important part of the judgment, only says 
that the exercise of the right must be “so ancient as to confer 
a right,” leaving it wholly undefined what that period would be. 
It appears to me that, all that the Judge in this case has consi- 
dered is, whether the evidence establishes satisfactorily that the 
user has been sufficiently ancient to support the claim, and he 
considers that it does so. There is upon the record ample evi- 
dence to support that finding, and I think it is sufficient, although 
the J udge does not find specially for what number of years the 
right has been enjoyed. ` 


l Ben. Law J 
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Before Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 
1869 ` SRIMATI DEBI (ons or Tue DEFENDANTS) v. MADAN MOHAN SING 
March 18. (Praintier.)“ 





Onus Probandi—Boné fide Sale. 


In execution of a decree, the judgment-debtor’s right, title, and interest in a certain 
‘property was attached. The plaintiff thereupon preferred a claim under conveyances 
from the judgment-debtor, but it waa rejected, and the property was sold. The judg- 
ment-creditor purchased the same at the auction, and sold it to the defendant, who 
ousted fhe plaintiff, who thereupon sued to recover possession under his conveyances. 
Held, that the onus was not entirely upon the plaintiff to prove bona fides of tho 
gale, but that the evidence adduced by the defendant should be examined also, 
Ishan Chandra Das v. Rukimudin Sowddagar (1) distinguished. à 


‘Tus: was a suit for recovery of possession of 11 bigas and 9 
katas of land, upon the allegation that the plaintiff had pur- 


* Special Appeal, No. 2231 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Judge of 
Midnapore, dated the 27th May 1868, reversing a decree of the Principal Sudder 


Ameen of that district, dated the 6th February 1868. 


(1) Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief 
Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 


MUNSHI ISHAN CHANDRA DAS anD 
ANOTHER (DErENDANTS) ve RUKIMUD- 
DIN SOWDAGAR (PLarrrirr.)t 


Tur judgment of the Court was deli- 
vered by 


Pxraooox, C. J.—We think it clear that 
the Judge, in his judgment, has laid down 
several erroncous principles of law. In 
the first place he says that the onus was 
on the defendant to prove the alleged 
mald fides of the transaction in question, 
and he has failed to prove it. The suit 
was brought to set asido an-order of the 
Small Cause Court, in which that Court 
had held that the deed was mald fide. 
The onus, therefore, lay on the plaintiff 
to prove not only that the deed was exe- 


+ Special Appeal, No. 1862 of 1868, from a 
decree of the Judge of Chittagong, dated the 
28th February 1868, reversing a decree of the 
Sudder Ameen of that district, dated the 
14th March 1867, 


cuted, but that it represented a real and 
honest transaction between the parties. 
The Judge says that the kabala has been 
attested and proved by the attesting wit- 
nesses. We do not think that the lower 
Court disputed that fact, but what the 
lower Court did digpute was that, al- 
though the deed was exccuted, there was 
no consideration for it so as to make it 
binding on a aeditor. - 

Then aguin the Judge says that, ina 
talooki potta granted to the plaintiff by 
the zomindar, mention is made of the 
above kabala, thereby treatang the fact 
that the zemindar believed the potta.to be 
genuine, without having- any evidence 
betore him, as a guide to himself, the 
Judge, respecting the mode in which he 
should determine the case, upon the evi- 
dence adduced, We cannot say that the 
Judge would have upheld this kabala, but 
for the erroneous opinion which he sp- 
pears to baye entertained as to the law. 


It may be as well to remark that, with 
respect to the Binama, viz,, the purchase 
under the execution, theedudge says, in 
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chased the same from Rajnarayan Roy under two conveyances, __ 1989 


and was in possession‘thereof, That Gopinath Roy, who held S*9™1 Deer 
a decree against Rajnarayan, caused the property, 8 bigas and 9 M44" Monas 
katas of the said land, to be attached and put up to sale in execution ° 
of his decree. That the plaintiff's claim to the same was rejected, 
and the property in dispute was sold. That Gopinath purchased 
the property at auction-sale, and sold it to the defendant 
Srimati, who ousted the plaintiff from the whole 11 bigas and 
9 katas. l 
The defendant, Srimati Debis stated in her written statement 
that she had purchased the property from the purchaser at-the 
auction, and has since been in possession thereof. 
° The Principal Sudder Ameen found that the judgment-debtor 
* had all along been in possession of the property in dispute, and 
that the sale to the plaintiff was collusive and benami for the 
benefit of the judgment-debtor. He, accordingly, dismissed the suit. 


effect, that such a sale could have taken 
place without any fraud having been com- 
mitted or intended, and then he adds :— 
“The onus was upon the defendant to 
prove the alleged frand, and that he has 
utterly failed to do.” We have already 
pointed out that the onns was on the de- 
fendant. The decision of the Judge must 
be reversed, and the caso remanded to 
be re-tried de novo upon regular appeal. 
The costs to abide the event. Having 
remanded the cnge, we think it right to 
eallit up, and hear it ourselves upon regu- 
lar appeal, as we have done in other simi- 
lar cases. 

The case having been transferred and 
called up for argument and heard on regu- 
lar appeal, the,Court said :— 

Itappears to us that the decision of the 
Judge, reversing the decision of the Sud- 
der Ameen upon the question of frand, 
was most unsatisfactory. The kabala 
was executed upon the very day on which 
the defendant obtained his decree, and 
the decree under which the plaintiff . pur- 
chased a part of the property, was an old 
standing decree obtained by default, and 
which the parties never attempted to exe- 


cute, until it became necessary to defeat 
the defendants. We think the parties 
aud the witnesses must have langhed in 
their sleeves, and chackled at the manner 
in which they had hoodwinked the Judge, 
when they induced him to believe that 
the transaction was an honest one, and to 
reverse the decision of the native Judge, ` 
who had seen into the fraud. I never 
saw acase myself in which fraud was 
more patent than it is in the present. 
Having called up the case upon regular 
appeal from the decision of the Sudder 
Ameen, we uphold his decision, and the 
plaintiff will pay the costs of the special 
appeal and the costs in the lower Appel- 
late Court. 

If in cases in which there is an appa- 
rent attempt to defeat a decree, by a bill 
of sale of the debtor’s property, Judges 
would examine minutely as to the mode 
in which the purchase-money for the bill 
of sale was paid, and how it was dealt 
with, they would be more likely to detect 
the fraud, which, in cages of this sort, are 
frequently attempted to be palmod upon 
then. 


Ben. Lan. 
- 15 June 
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1869 On appeal, the Judge held that, as the plaintiff's deeds of sale 
Samari Dest had been registered before the decree, the plaintiff's purchase was 
Manan Monan proved. That it was for the defendant to shew that the sale was 

* a benami transaction, but she had failed to do so; that the plain- 
tiff had proved his possession, and that the transaction was bona 
Jide. He, accordingly, passed a decree in favor of the plaintiff. 

The defendant appealed to the High Court, on the following 
grounds :—That there was no decision as to the passing of the 
consideration; that the onus was wrongly thrown on the defend- 
ant; and that the finding of the fact of plaintiffs possession was 
based upon no evidence. 


Mr. Twidale and Baboo Tara Prasanna Mookerjee for the 
appellant. í . 


Baboo Ashutosh Dhur and Baboo Bhawani Charan Dutt for 
the respondent. 


JACKSON, J.—I think the special appeal in this case fails. 
It is contended that this was a case in which the burden of 
proof lay entirely upon the plaintiff, and it was superfluous 
to look at the evidence for the defendant, until the plaintiff had 

_ made out a complete case, the fact being that the plaintiff sued 
to establish his right to certain lands, after the claim advanced by 
him in execution of the decree of a third party had been rejected. 

The plaintiff proved his purchase from the judgment-debtor, 
previous to the attachment of the land, and showed that he had 
got possession under that purchase. The defendant impugned 
this sale, declaring it to be fraudulent. 

It is said, on the side of the special appellant, that this being 
a suit to get rid of an order passed in execution of a decree, it 
lay upon the plaintiff to show that the sale was bona fide, 
and we are referred to Ishan Chandra Das v. Rukimuddin 
Sowdagar (1), in which the learned. Chief Justice laid down that 
it was not for the defendant to prove mala fides in such a case, 
but for the plaintiff wholly to prove the bona fides of the deed 
on which he relied. 

(1) Ante, 326. 
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That case was quite distinguishable from the present one. That 1869 

was a case in which the Court of Small Causes had decided Siniri Desi 
against the deed, and the suit was for the express purpose of = 
getting rid of that decision, and of setting up the deed in ques- l 
tion. Here the plaintiff only undertook to establish his right. 
The point on which his claim had been rejected in execution of 
the decree was that of possession. This possession he has proved 
affirmatively. Both parties adduced evidence in support of their 
respective contentions as to the bona fides or otherwise of the 
deed. The Judge was quite right in looking at the evidence on 
both sides ; and in holding that the deed was valid and bond fide, 
no case of the contrary character being made out. The judg- 
ment of the Court below must be affirmed with costs. 


Marxsy, J.—I am entirely of the same opinion. I really 
don’t understand what it is that is said to be wrong in the way 
in which the Judge has dealt with the case. The plaintiff and 
defendant both gave evidence, and the Judge examines, tests, and 
contrasts the evidence given by either party, and then comes to 
a result in favor of the plaintiff. If this is not, what is the 
duty of a Judge to do in every ¢ase? I don’t know what is. 
I think it was the bounden duty of the Judge to consider the 
evidence on both sides as a whole, and that the mode of dealing 
with the case suggested by the appellant, by which the Judge is 
to break up the evidence into parts, and consider separately what 
inference is to be drawn from each, guided by some supposed 
rules of presumption, and that he is to march thus from pre- 
sumption to presumption, until he arrives at a final presumption 
in favor of one side or the other, is_a sort of proceeding which 
the law never recognised, and would infallibly lead to the most 
unfortunate results, 2 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson, P 


KANTIRAM axo anoraue (Derenpanrs) v. WOLI SAHU (Puain- 
r Tirr.)* 


Pre-emption umong Hindus— Vioinage. 


Thero is no judicial finding to the effect that the custom of pre-emption is recog- 
nized among the Hindus of the Province of Behar. 

It is doubtful whether even, under Mohammedan law, the owners of two adjacent 
lakhiraj estates, wholly unconnected with one another, could either of them claim a 
right of pre-emption on the ground of vicinage, No such right of pre-emption on 
the ground of mere vicinage has been known to exist among Hindus. 


‘Mr. C. Gregory and Baboo Rajendra Nath Bose for appel- 
' lants. 


Baboo Debendra Chandra Ghose for respondent, 


Tue facts are sufficiently set forth in the judgment of the 
Court, which was delivered by 


Norman, J.—This was a suit for possession of'51 bigas of 
_dakhiraj land in Pergunna Futtehpore Singhya, in the-district of 
Purneah. The plaintiff claims, in respect of an alleged right of 
pre-emption, as owner of a plot of lakhiraj land forming the 
northern boundary of the land in dispute. All parties, the plain- 
tiff and the defendants (vendors and purchasers of the land) 
are Hindus. The case was tried before the Judge of Purneah, 
Mr. Muspratt. The defendants objected that there is no right 
of pre-emption amongst Hindus. The Judge raised the issue— 
“Can the right of pre-emption be ever used by a Hindu 


- within the Province of Behar?” He says that all the parties 


are ‘Hindus of Chakla Behar. He cites two cases: Fakir 
Rawot v. Sheikh Emambaksh (1), and Baboo Moheshee Lal v. 


* Regular Appeal, No. 179 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Purnegh, dated 


the Ist-Juno 1868, 


(1) Case No. 1116 of 1861; 28th Sept, 1868, 


15 June 
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Christian (1), and treats it, as decided by these cases, that 
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the Mohammedan ‘custom of pre-emptionhas been adopted by - Kanti Ras Ran 


From this decision there is an appeal by the purchaser defend- 


‘ants. We are not aware of any case in which it has ever been judi- 
‘cially noticed, or even found as a matter of fact that, according to 


the customs of the Hindus in the District of Purneah, a right 
of pre-emption is recognized as existing amongst them. Neither 
of the decisions referred to by the Judge bears out his view. 
The first merely shew that the right where found to be now 
existing amongst Hindus, is regulated by the rules of the 
Mohammedan law of pre-emption. The Court expressly say that, 


“in districts where the existence of the custom has not been ` 


“ judicially noticed, the custom will be matter to be proved.” 


_In the second case the Court directed an issue whether there was 


such a custom binding on Christians in Bhagulpore, 

But even, supposing that a custom of pre-emption can be shown 
to exist amongst Hindus in Purneah, or in any part of the 
Purneah District, another question lies behind, viz., whether the 
custom extends to give a right of pre-emption amongst Hindus 


on the ground of mere vicinage. We should entertain very > 


grave doubt whether, if the parties were Mohammedans, there 
would be any right of pre-emption in the present case. The 
parties are simply’ owners of adjacent lakhiraj estates, the one 
wholly unconnected with the other. “It is not suggested that 
the plaintiff would or could sustain any injury, or that his 
comfort or convenience would be interfered ‘with in any way, 
if the appellants be permitted to enjoy the property they have 
bought. 


In the Hedaya, Vol. 3, 560 it is said :—“ Shafei is of amor 
“that a neighbour is not a Shafi, because the prophet has’ 


“said Shaffa relates to a thing held in joint ‘property, and 
“which has not been divided off; when, therefore, the pro- 


r 


(1) 6 W. R., 250. 
45—C 


the Hindus of the Province of Behar, and is, therefore, bind- Wor “bane. 
‘ing on them. He declares that the plaintiff has established his 
‘right to pre-emption. 
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18689  perty has undergone a division, and the boundary of each 
Kantr Ram. c partner is particularly discriminated, and @ separate road 
Wor Sanu. “ agsioned to each, the right of Shaffa can no longer exist. 
e Besides, the existence of the right of Shaffa is repugnant to 
“enalogy, as it involvesthe taking possession of another’s pro- 
“ perty contrary to his inclination, whence it must be confined 
“ solely to those to whom it is particularly granted by the law. 
“« Now it is granted particularly to a partner; but a neighbour 
“ cannot be considered as such; for the intention of the law in 

“ granting it to a partner, is merely to prevent the inconveniences 
“ arising for a division; since if the partner were not to get the 
“share, which is the subject of the claim of Shaffa, a new 
s purchaser might insist on a division, and thereby occasion“ him 
“ a great deal of unnecessary vexation. But this argument does 
“not hold good in behalf of a neighbour; he is, therefore, not 
“ entitled to the privilege of Shaffa. We, (i ¢.,the Hanifites) 
“on the contrary, allege that the precept of the prophet, already 
“ quoted, is a sufficient ground for establishing the right of Shaffa’ 
“in a neighbour. Besides, the reason for establishing this right 
“in a partner, is the circumstance of his property being continu- 
“ally and inseparably adjoined to that of a stranger, viz. the 
* purchaser, which is injurious to him, because of the difference - 
“of a strangers position.” Amongst Mohammedans, the right of 
pre-emption on the ground of vicinagemay be defeated if a man 
sells the whole of his house, excepting only the breadth of one 
yard, extending along the house of the Shqfi.—Hedaya, Vol. 3, 
604. . 

According tothe better opinion, it is applicable only tohouses and 
small pieces of land. See Baillie’s Mohammedan Law, page 474, 
note 1; page 471, note 3; and page 472, note 2. There is a saying 
of the prophets :—“ Shaffa affects only houses and gardens, The 
“intention of Shaffa being to prev@&t the vexation arising from a 
“ bad neighbour, it is said to be needless to extend it to property 
“& of a moveable nature.”—Hedaya, Vol. 3, 591. 

In Abdul Azim v. Khondhar Hamid Ali (1), a Division Bench 
of this Court held that, even amongst Mohammedans, “ the right 
of pre-emption does not extend to give a party aright to purchase 

(1) Ante, 63, ° 
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a separate estate, merely because a part of it is conterminous with 
that of the Shafi.” 

So far as we know, it has never been decided in ‘any case that 
any custom prevails amongst Hindus giving a right of pre-emp- 
tion to the owner of an estate adjacent to that sold on the mere 
ground of vicinage. In fact, the Courts have repeatedly refused 
to recognize such a custom ; as, for instance, the. Sudder Court of 
the N. W. Provinces in two cases referred to in Fakir Rawot v. 
Sheikh Emambaksh (1). The same point was decided in the 
cases of Ejnash Kooer v. Shaikh Amjudally (2) and Nirput 
Mahtoon v. Mussamut Deep Koonwar (3). 

No evidence was given of the existence in Purneah of any 
custom amongst Hindus giving a right of pre-emption on the 
ground of such vicinage, and no such custom is even alleged by 
the plaintiff, and, therefore, we think it unnecessary to remand 
the case for the trial of an issue on the point, 

We reverse the Judge’s decree, and dismiss the suit with costs 
in both Courts. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice Jaokson. 


SARADAMAYI CHOWDHRAIN (Praintirr) v. NABIN CHANDRA 
ROY CHOWDHARY (Dersnpanrt.)* 


Act VIII. of 1859, 8. 230—Dispossession—Adverse Claims, 


Four persons made separate applications to the Court, under section 280, Act VIII. 
of 1859, alleging that the defendant having obtained a decree against Govern- 
ment for possession of fisheries in a suit to which they were no parties, had 
in execution dispossessed them of fisheries, of which they were severally in pos- 
session, On enquiry it appeared that each and geveral of the four applicants 
claimed possession of the same portions of the fisheries. The lower Court, 
holding that it was impossible for each of several parties setting up adverse claims 
to the same property to show that it had boen bona fide his possession, and that 
he had been dispossessed from it, referred all parties to a regular suit, 


* Regular Appeals, Nos, 183, 184, 198, and 213 of 1868, from the decrees of the 
Judge of Ruangpore, dated the 10th July 1868. 


(1) Caso No. 1116 of 1861 ; 28th Sept, 1863. (2) 2 W, R, 261, (3) 8 W. R. 3. 
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1869 Held, that the Judge shonld have tried each cage by itself as between the appli- 
“BaRapA Mayr Cut and the decree-holder. i 
CHOWDIRATN 
R AS Baboos Girija Sankar Mazumdar and Iswar Chandra Chnster: 


Ra Ror butty for appellant. 
GHOWDHAY, Y Pp 


Baboos Mohini Mohan Roy and Ashutosh Chatterjee for 
respondent. 


The ict are sufficiently set out in the following judgment of 


Norman, J.—THEse are suits or proceedings’ under section 
230 of Act VIII. of 18659. The plaintiffs in the several cases 
above mentioned, allege that Nabin Chandra Chowdhry, having œ 
obtained a decree against the Government for possession of certain e 
jalkars, proceeded, in execution of that decree, to take possession 
of fisheries, of which they severally were in possession, describing 
them by-boundaries. They allege that these fisheries had always 
belonged to them; that they were not parties to the decree 
obtained by Nabin Chandra, and, therefore, pray to be restored 
to possession. One judgment was delivered in all the cases. 
The Judge says, a good deal of evidence has been taken, the 
result of which has been to ‘shew that there are diversities of 
claims amongst the plaintiffs themselves, each and several claim- 
ing possession of the same portions of the fisheries, and all the 
claims are pretty equally supported by both oral and documentary 
“evidence. It behoved each party complaining of dispossession 
under the decree to shew, tp the satisfaction of the Court, that the 
property of which he had been dispossessed was bona fide in his 
possession, and this could never have been done by several par- 
ties complaining of dispossession of the same property to which 
they laid adverse claims. He adds, I believe that when the 
several applicants petitioned ‘undex® section 230, they had no 
personal knowledge whatever of the state of the said fisheries, 
or that their interests in them were conflicting or adverse to 
any one but the decree-holder. He dismisses all the suits, leaving 
the several plaintiffs to their remedy by suit. 
We are-of opinion that this decree cannot stand. The effect 
of the decision is to put all the several claimants out of posses- 
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sion, without any determination of the question, whether they 1869 
were in possession or not at the date of the execution,—to leave SARADA Be 
the decree-holder in possession, and give him the immense. ot 
advantage of being able to throw upon his adversaries the burden pra Ror 
e e í CUOWDHRY. 
of proof, not of previous possession, butof title. 
The nature of thé point to be decided between each claimant 
and the decree-holder is not in any way affected, because there 
are many claimants, as will be evident from a practical illustra- 
tion. Suppose a person in possession of a house is dispossessed 
in execution of a decree against a third person to which he 
is no party. It is clear that his right to be restored to 
possession under section 230, cannot in any way be affected, 
because in a similar proceeding, another person falsely alleges that 
«e he was in possession of the whole house, or truly alleges that 
he was in possession of a part of it. Would the Judge say that, 
because such a claim is made by another, aman in rightful posses- 
sion may be turned into the street and left homeless, till, perhaps 
in twelve months’ time, a suit to recover possession can be heard, 
and finally decided on appeal. 
The Legislature may properly make the party alleging dis- 
possession a plaintiff in the proceeding, thereby throwing on 
him the onus of proving his possession. If he fails to proye, to 
the satisfaction of the Court, that he was in possession, his claim 
must be dismissed, and he will be left to his remedy to establish, 
not his possession, but his title by an ordinary suit in the Civil 
Court. The 230th section does not appear to us to contemplate 
the adjudication of any question between adverse claimants. 
It is easy to put cases where two several parties’ have been in 
possession of the same property, of which they cannot be deprived 
in execution of a decree against a fourth person. In such 
cases each might be entitled to a decree, declaring what his 
possession was, and that’ he is entitled to be maintained in it, 
notwithstanding the proceedings in execution. 
` The question in each case is perfectly simple, and each case 
should have been tried by itself. If the claimant was in pos- 
session, though without a good title, he cannot be dispossessed 
in execution of a decree against a third person to which he 
was no party. On the other hand, if the party against whom the 
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1869 decree was obtained was in possession, though without a good title, 

Barini Mayr it is clear that, in execution of a decree, the person, who is declared 

OWDHRAIN 
cnan- $2 have acquired the rights of the party actually in possession, 
pra Ror is entitled to be placed in the same position as the party whose 
` rights: he has acquired; and no person, not in actual possession 
or receipt of rents, can come in under section 230 to resist the 
execution of the decree. He must, like any other person out 
of possession, be left to enforce such right as he has in a regular 
suit. With all respect for an opinion which seems to have been 
expressed ‘by Mr. Justice Mitter in joo Khan v. Kristo Per- 
shad Lahoory (1), it appears to us that the question under section 
230 is not properly a question of title, though in a case of the 
claim of an incorporeal right, such as that of fishery, evidence , 
of possession might be to.some extent evidence of title. . 

The Judge very rightly says that section 230 provides only. 
for disputes between the decree-holder and the party dispossessed 
under the decree. In cases, like the present, the sole questions 
under section 230 are: Was the claimant really and bona fide 
in possession of the fisheries claimed at the time of the execu- 
tion of the decree? Was he dispossessed by the decree-holder 
in execution of the decree? It is suggested by the vakeels on 
both sides that the whole of the evidence has not been taken, and 
we, therefore, remand the cases to the Judge for the trial of 
the above-mentioned two issues. The Judge will try the issues 
and return to this Court his finding thereon, together with 
the evidence. 


(1) 8 W. B., 477. 


Reports, 


., 1869, 


a 


` 


YOL. 1] APPELLATE JURISDICTION—CIVIL. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


PYARI MOHAN SING awo Aanoramr (Prainrirrs) v. MIRZA GAZI axp 
OTHERS (Darenpants.)* 


Pleading— Parties— Practice— Costs. 


Each of twoshareholders in a talook sued separately for his share of the rent 

due from a tenant who held under one kabuliat. 

Held, that when both the shareholders were before the Court, though in different 
suits, the suits were maintainable, but that no more costs were to be awarded to the 
plaintiffs than if they had sued jointly. 

Baboos Ramesh Chandra Mitter and Rashbehari Ghose for 
appellants. 


t 


Baboo Chandra Madhab Ghose for respondents. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


HoBHOUSE, J.—These were suits for arrears of rent of the 
years 1274 and 1276 (Tipperah era), and they were brought at 
one and the same time before the same Revenue Court for the 
full amount of the arrears said to be due for the years I have 
mentioned ; but in the one case the plaintiff sued for a 10-ama, 
and in the other the plaintiff sued for a 6-anna, share of the same 
rents, The defendants in each of the suits denied that any arrears 
of rent were due, and urged that the suits could not proceed sepa- 
rately, because the plaintiff in the two suits were proprietors of 
an undivided estate, and because the kabuliat on which the 
plaintiffs sued was given to the plaintiffs jointly, and not separately. 

The first Court held that the defendants had agreed to pay the 
rents separately, and had not proved that they had paid those 
rents. The first Court gave the plaintiffs in each case a decree. 

The lower Appellate Court took up the two cases together, and 
held that, inasmuch as the two plaintiffs had collected the rents 


* Special Appeals, Nos. 2701 and 2702 of 1868, from the decrees of the Judge of 
Tipperah, dated the 17th August 1868, reversing the decrees of the Deputy Collector 


of that District, dated the 27th May 1868. 
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ijmali up to the year 1274, they could not sue separately, 


Prant Momax but together, and because they did not so sue, the lower Appel- 


Sine 
v. 
Mirza Gazi. 


late Court dismissed both the suits. ; 

In appeal before us it is urged that when the defendants had 
agreed and acquiesced in the division of shares, the lower 
Appellate Court was wrong in dismissing the plaintiff’s claim. 
If the special appeal had been entertained by us simply on 
this ground, it is probable that we should have had to remand the 
case to the lower Appellate Court, because it appears to us that 
that Court has not given any judgment upon the issue distinctly 
raised between the parties as to whether ornot there was an 
agreement or acquiescence on the part of the defendants to pay 
rents to the proprietors separately in the shares which the pro- 
prietors claimed, but we think that the lower Appellate Court’s 
judgment was wrong on other grounds. 

We think that in this case the circumstances are peculiar. 
Whether the kabuliat was a kabuliat which by its terms 
expressed separate shares or not, and whether the defendants did 
or did not agree to pay any separate shares, does not seem to us 
to be very material in this case, because this is not a case in 
which only one or more out of several shareholders are present 
in Court, and in which the other shareholders are not present ; 
but,it is a case in which both the shareholders are present before 
the Court as plaintiffs representing the whole 16-annas of the 


claim, and that too in suits which from the very first were tried. 


together. The defendants also are present in the two suits thus 
tried together, and they admit that the plaintiffs in these two 
suits do represent the whole of the claim. This is not, therefore, 
a case, such as is represented by the Judge, in which very great 
hardship may be inflicted on ryot litigants by a variety of suits, 
on a variety of claims, in a variety of Courts, but it is one in 
which all the parties are present before the same Court, and at 
the same time, and in which the suits are heard together as if one 
suit. In such a case we do not know of any law or procedure 
so absolute as to prevent the Judge from doing justice between 
the parties. He had, on the one side, certain plaintiffs claiming 
the whole 16-annas of rent, and on the other side certain defend- 
ants admitting these plaintiffs to be the 16-anna proprietors, and 
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admitting the rate of rents claimed, and only denying that they 
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had not been paid. In this case we think that it would have Prax: Monan 


been more right and more just if the lower Appellate Court 
had made one case out of the two, and had done justice between 
the parties upon the merits. 

We think, therefore, that the judgment of the Judge must be 


‘reversed, and the cases must go back to the Judge, and that he 


must try as if they were one case between the plaintiffs and 
the defendants, whether, on the evidence on the record, the de- 
fendants have paid the whole or any part of the rents in question. 

The costs of all the Courts will abide the result of the ulti- 
mate ‘decision of the Judge; but in awarding those costs, the 
Judge will be careful not to give more costs than he would have 


* given had these suits been instituted in the first instance as one 


suit. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr, Justice E. Jackson. 
KHUB LAL (Prainstirr) v, GHINA HAZARI amp oruers (Darenpants.)* 
Right to Settlement—Separately Numbered Estates. 


Certain lands accreted to an estate, No. 667, and were temporarily settled as a separ- 
ate estate, No. 3148, During thecurrency of this settlement, the owner sold his 
rights and interests in 667 to the plaintiff ; and in 3148 to the defendants, On the 
expiry of the temporary settlement, the plaintiff as owner of the parent estate, sued 
to establish his right to the permanent scttlement of 3148. 

Held, that the suit would not lie, and that the plaintiff had no claim to have a set- 
tlement of 3148, 


Oxe Ramlal was the owner of an estate, Mauza Madanpur, 
bearing a number, on the towji of the Collectorate, 667. To this 
some alluvial land accreted, of which a temporary settlement was 
made with Ramlal under a number, 3148, in the towji. In 1865, 
Ramlal sold all his rights in No. 667, describing it by that 
number and as the Nizamut mehal, making no allusion whatever 
to any churs as appertaining thereto. At the same time he sold 
all his right and interest in 3148 to the defendant. The tempo- 
rary settlement of 3148 &xpired in 1867. On the expiry of the 

* Special Appeal, No. 2260 of 1868, from @ decree of the Subordinate Judge of 
Bhaguipore, dated the 80th June 1868, affirming a decreo of the Moonsiff of 


Tegra, duted the 11th Fobruary 1868. , 
46—C 
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1869 temporary settlement of 3148, the plaintiff, as owner of 667, the 
Kuo» Lau original estate, claimed and ultimately brought this suit to esta- 
Guns blish his title to the permanent settlement of 3148. 

The suit was dismissed by the first Court, and that decision 
was affirmed on appeal. 





Baboo Kali Krishna Sen for appellant. 
Baboo Khettra Mohan Mookerjee for respondents, 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Norman, J. (after stating the facts as above)—We are of œ 
opinion that the decision of the lower Court is perfectly correct. It ° 
seems to us that, when No. 3148 had completely formed, and more’ 
particularly after it had been assessed and settled as a separate 
estate with a separate jumma, as provided for by section 1, Act 
XX XI, of 1858, it became for all purposes a distinct estate, and 
was capable of being sold, or otherwise dealt with as such by the 
owner of the estate to which it-had originally accreted; that, when 
Ramlal sold the original estate without any words, shewing that he 
meant to convey the new estate or any right in it to the purchaser, 
the purchaser of the original estate acquired no more interest in 
the new estate than he djd in any fruit or profit which had been 
produced by that estate before the date of his purchase. So much 
for the plaintiff's supposed title. As to the title of the defendant, 
we think it is clear that, by the conveyance of all the rights and 
interests of Ramlal in the new estate 3148, he, as purchaser, 
acquired, not only the rights and interests of Ramlal under the 
temporary settlement, but his right to ask for and obtain the per- 
manent settlement after the expiration of the temporary settle- 
ment. 

In our opinion the appellant’s claim is without the slightest 
foundation, either in law or justice, and we would dismiss the 
appeal with costs. s 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


MUNSHI MANIRUDDIN AHMED (ons or tHe Dersnpvants) v. BABOO 1869 
RAM CHAND anp orngrs (Pruarntires.)* March 23. 


Multifariousness—Procedure. 


A suit against five defendants, including claims of the most miscellaneous 
character against each defendant, was dismissed by the first Court, on the ground of ~ 
multifariousness, The Subordinate Judge, on appeal, held, that plaintiff was in 
any case entitled to a decision on one of his claims ; and farther held that the suit 
was not multifarious. Held, on special appeal, that the Court could not select one 
claim on which to proceed, when plaintiff insisted on pressing all. 

Held, further, that the plaint was multifarious; and though it would not be 
permissible for defendant to take that objection for the first time after the case had 
been fully gone into on the merits, yot, as the objoction had been taken originally, 
the suit was properly dismissed by the first Court. i 


Mr. C. Gregory for appellant.- 
Mr. R. E. Twidale for respondent, 


Norman, J.—Tuis is a suit against five different sets of 
defendants. It includes claims against the first defendant, 
Maniruddin, for three pieces of land in his possession, and to set 
aside a lease granted by one Puran to Mati’ Lal in 1266, Mulki, 
or in other words 1848; against the fourth defendant, Munshi 
Jowhar Ali, for one piece of land in his possession; the fifth defend- 
ant, Baboo Dhanpat Sing, for one bamboo clump in his 
possession ; against the defendant No. 2, Kali Prasad, the son of 
Mati Lal Mahajan, for four kabuliats which Mati Lal is said to 
have received from Puran, the husband of the 3rd defendant, 
Chitan Dye, It includes claims of the most miscellaneous 
character against each single defendant, as for instance, to cancel 
a lease dated in 1862 from Mati Lal to the first defendant ; to 
have the boundaries of the land claimed against the first 
defendant laid down ; to re-open a passage which has been closed 
apparently by the first defendant. 

* Special Appeal, No. 2161 of 1868, from a decres of the Subordinais Judge ot 


Purneah, dated the 38th May 1868, reversing a decree of the Budder Amcea of that 
district, dated the 8th November 1867, 
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1969” The plaint ends by stating that the cause of action arose in 
manen = Bhadra 1271 (August 1865), and winds up with a claim for 
Ammo mesne profits from that date of all the properties, without dis- 
Banoo Bast tinguishing or attempting to distinguish the liability of tħe 
"several defendants. The defendants put in their several answers. 
They objected that the suit was multifarious; and the first Court 
dismissed the suit on that ground, saying that the plaintiff could 
not include in one suit distinct causes of action against different 

persons. 

This decision was reversed by the Subordinate Judge, on 
appeal. He says that the proper stamp fee in the plaint having 
been paid, even if there was a misjoinder, the plaintiffs became 
entitled to the adjudication of atleast one of their claims. He « 

` goes on to decide that the plaint is not multifarious. The Subor- » 
dinate Judge’s first observation would have had some force, if 
the plaintiff, on the objection being raised; had prayed for leave 
to withdraw his suit against all the defendants, except one, or 
one set of them. Had the plaintiffs done this, the first Court 
might, perhaps, have permitted the suitto proceed against such 
defendant or defendants alone, ordermg the plaintiffs to pay 
the costsof the others. But the Court could not exercise that 
E option for plaintiffs who insisted‘on their right to proceed 
against all the defendants. i 
It is clear that such a joinder of claims as exists in the present 
plaint is not permitted by section 8 of Act VIII. of 1859. In 
one case, like the present, Cazi Muzhur Hossein v. Dinobundoo 
Sen (1), Mr. Justice Phear said, “there are forty or fifty 
“different causes of action, and it would be a perversion of all 
“ principles of justice to allow them to be included in one suit.” 
The objection is not on the ground that the stamp is insufficient. 
The Chief Justice in delivering the judgment of the Full Bench, 
Raja Ram Tewari v. Lachman Prasad (2), a case very like 
the present, says:—‘‘ There is no clause which authorizes 
“ different causes of action to be joined in one suit against several 
* parties, when each of those parties has a distinct and separate 
“interest. It would be just as reasonable to sue four defendants 


(1) Bourke, 8, (2) Case No. 228 of 1865; 7th Jute 1867. 
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“on bonds given by each of them, or even to join with them a 


“few other defendants for trespassing on the plaintiffs’ lands, as 
“it was to join all the defendants in the present suit. Such a 
‘“joinder ineone suit of distinct causes of action against different 
«c defendants, complicates the case before the Judge, and renders 
«it exceedingly difficult for him, in dealing with the case of 
“each defendant, to exclude from his consideration those por- 
tions of the evidence which may not be admissible, though 
“admissible against one or more of the others. Moreover, it is 
“ vexatious and harassing to the different defendants. Such a 
“‘ procedure renders it almost compulsory on all the defendants 
“ to be present either in person or by their pleaders, whilst the 
s case is going on against the others in respect of matters in which 
“ they are not interested; and, moreover, it is harassing and in~ 
“convenient as regardg the attendance of witnesses of the several 
* defendants, as it renders it necessary for the witnesses of each 
“to be present and to be detained while the case of the others is 
* being heard and determined.” The Court, in that case, merely 
goes on to say, that Judges ought to reject plaints when brought 
against several defendants for causes of action which have accrued 
against them separately, and in respect of which they are not 
jointly concerned. 

No doubt, it is too late for defendants to raise the objection with 
effect after the case has been fully tried and decided on the 
merits. But it seems to us clear that the objection is one which 
a defendant has a right to raise on the settlement of issues, or 
on a motion to take the plaint off the file. He is not to be 
prejudiced, because a Judge has in his absence inadvertently 
admitted a plaint which is plainly multifarious. Baboo Mati 
Lal v. Rani (1). i 

We might have ordered that the plaint should be returned for 
the purpose of amendment, if we had seen any reason to think 
that the plaintiffs had a good cause of action, and have merely 
made a mistake in not bringing their suit in proper form. But 
we do not think that such is the case. 

Here, if the cause of action had been stated to be to set aside 


the lease by Puran to Mati Lal in 1256, all three defendants who 
` (1) 8 W. R., 64. 


343 
1669 
Muxsni 
MANIRUDDIN 


Banoo Rast 
CHAND 


844 
1869 


MUNSHI 
MANIEUDDIN 
AHMED 


v. 
Basoo Ram 
CHAND, 


Ben, Lav 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


claim, or are supposed to claim under that lease, might have been 
joined as defendants, the suit would have been founded on one 
single cause of action, though the interests of the defendants in 
separate parcels conveyed by that lease might hawe been dif- 
ferent. But that is not what the plaintiffs want. They probably 
knew perfectly well that any such suit would be barred by limit- 
ation. The plaintiffs have apparently been out of possession at 
least since 1849, 

Their plaint is involved and ambiguous, and it seems to us that 
this obscurity does not arise merely from ignorance or want of 
skill on the part of the person who drew it, but that its obscurity 
is not without a purpose. The plaint contains no clear state- 
ment as to the time at which the cause of action arose or at 


“which the plaintiff was dispossessed. There is a vague and 


unintelligible statement as to some dedication of the property for 
the expenses of the worship of an idol; there is no direct charge of 


fraud, but some ridiculous and meaningless statements as to col-- 


lusion between the several deféndants. The plaintiffs say that 
their cause of action arose in Bhadra 1271, the date on which 
the plaintiffs became aware of the facts, and the frauds practis- 
ed by the defendants. There is nothing to lead to the infer- 
ence that they were ‘not in possession jointly with Puran in 
1849; that they did not know, or that they were not bound to know 
every thing that he, their brother and co-sharer, apparently in 
joint possession with them, then did. There is nothing to show 


` that they ever had any possession since the date of the lease by 


Puran to-Mati Lal in that year, or that having been in possession 
since that time the defendants ever joined in dispossessing them. In 
Bhadra 1271, according to the plaintiffs’ own shewing, the interest 


` of all the several defendants were perfectly separate and distinct. 


We think that the suit was most properly dismissed by the first 
Court as being multifarjous. 

We reverse the decision of the Subordinate Judge, and dismiss 
the suit with costs in all the Courts. 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


UPENDRA MOHAN TAGORE AND orngens (DECREB-HOLDERS) V. 
TAKALIA BEPARI AND ANOTHER (JUDGMENT-DEBTORS.)* 


Execution—Limitation—ZInstalment- Bond, 


Upon an application for oxecution being made, the jadgment-debtor executed in 
Court an instalment-boud, by which he bound himself to pay his debt by half-yearly 
instalments in the months of Magh (January and Fobrnary) and Bhadra (August 
and September) of each year; and it was stipulated that, on failme to pay a single 
instalment, the whole of the bond might be realised by execution. A decision was 
given accordingly, and the instalment-bond was filed. 

The judgment-debtor did not pay the instalment due in August and September 
1864, till a few days after the expiry of that month. He did not pay the instal- 
ment of January and February 1865 at all, but subsequent payments were made and 
accepted. In December 1867 and January 1868, the decree-holder applied to execute 


the decree and realise the whole amount of the bond. 


The lower Appellate Court, holding that time ran from the first default in August 
and September 1864, dismissed the application. 


Held, by High Courton appeal, that the application was not barred, and that 
time ran from January and February 1865. 

Baboos Srinath Doss and Kali Prasanna Dutt for appellants. 

The respondent was not represented, 


Tuer facts are fully set out in the judgment of the Court, 
which was delivered by 


` 


Norman, J.—Upendra Mohan Tagore, as executor of the 
late Prasanna Kumar Tagore, applied for execution of a decree, 
dated in April 1863, against Garibulla Bepari and others. The 
facts are that, on the 29th of September 1858, the defendants 
executed a bond for payment by instalments of 60 rupees, pay- 
able in Bhadra (August and September) and Magh (January and 
February) of each year, with a stipulation that, if they failed to 
pay a single instalment, the whole amount of the bond, including 
a part which had been remitted, should become due, and plaintiff 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No. 435 of 1868, from an order of the Officiating 
Judge of Zilla Rungpore, dated the 17th Angust 1868, reversing an order of the 
Sudder Ameen of that district, dated the 28th of March 1868, 
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should be entitled to realize the same by execution. The decree- 


holder admitted by his vakeel in Court his assent to these terms, 
and it was ordered “that the case be decided according to the 
terms of the instalment-bond.” A copy of which was ordered to 
be kept in the record. 

The instalment due in Bhadra 1271 (August and September 
1864) was paid on the 5th of Aswin 1271 (20th September 1864). 
The instalment due in Magh 1271 (January and February 1865) 


- was not paid, but subsequent payments were made; the last -of 


which is said to have been in Paush 1272 (December 1864 and 
January 1865.) The application for execution was in Paush 
1274 (December 1867 and January 1868.) 

The first Court held that, as the application for execution was 
within three years of the time when the defendant failed to pay 
the instalment of Magh 1271, it was within time. 

The Judge calls the proceeding an action for execution, and 


15 Jun 


holds that limitation runs from the first default, i. e., in Bhadra - 


1271, notwithstanding subsequent payments. He refers to the 


- case of Hurronath Roy v. Maherulla (1). That case, however, 


turns on the construction of section 4 of Act XIV. of 1859. 

The question in the present case depends on the construction 
of the 20th section. of that Act. The effect of the order of the 
Court that the case should be decided according to the instal- 
ment-bond, a copy of which was to be kept with the record, 
appears to us to have been to add a condition of defeasance to 
the decree, by the terms of which, so long as the debtor conti- 
nued to pay the instalments, the decree-holder was ed 
from executing his decree. 

The instalment due in Bhadra 1271 was not paid till a few 
days after the end of the month of Bhadra. There is nothing 
in the terms of the insfalment-bond to prevent the decree-holder 
from taking the payment made on the 5th of Aswin as a good 
payment of the instalment due in Bhadra. It is quite certain 
that if, after accepting it as such, he had immediately applied to 
execute the decree, the Court would have stayed his proceedings 
as being contrary to good faith. The case of Breen v. Balfour (2), 


(1) 7 W. B. 21. (2) Bourke, 120. 


aw Reports, 
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VOL. IL] APPELLATE JURISDICTION—CIVIL. 


referred to by the Judge, arose not between the principal debtor 
and the decree-holder, but between the decree-holder and a 
surety; and there was an express stipulation that, on any default, 


, “notwithstanding the instalment might be afterwards paid,” the 


whole should become due. This was an express stipulation that 
default should not be waived, and, of course, no subsequent agree- 
ment as between the decree-holder and the principal debtor 
could affect the surety who was party to it. 


The acceptance of the instalment due in Bhadra operated as a 
suspension of the right of the decree-holder to execute the decree 
till Magh 1271. The application for execution was within three 
years from that date. Can it be said that the right to execute the 
decree is gone? Ina case of a decree for the payment of a debt by 
instalments extending over six years, without any condition that 
the whole amount of the decree should be exigible on the first 
default, a Full Bench, consisting of all the Judges of the High 


- Court of North-West Provinces, on the 9th of March 1867, held 


that the decree, so far as regarded the last instalment, could be exe- 
cuted within three years from the date when it was made payable 
by the decree, notwithstanding the omission to realize all previous 
instalments due from and after the date of the decree, which, in 
fact, had been paid by private arrangements made without recourse 
to the Court. , 


The Court said that the provision “ supposes & present right to 
* execute the decree accruing at the time when the judgment 
“was pronounced. In the case of an instalment made pay- 
€ able at a future date by the terms of the decree, there is, of 
“course, no present right to realise the instalment at the date 
* of the decree; and when the instalment becomes due, then the 
“present right to enforce it accrues. An application to enforce 
“ payment of such an instalment is within time if made before 
“the lapse of three years from the date fixed for payment by the 
“terms of the decree.” We assent tothe rule laid down in that 
case; though, in some respects, it may appear to conflict with a 
decision of this Court, Tiluck Chandra Gooho v. Gourmani 
Debi (1). 

(1) 6 W. R, 93. 
47—C 
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1869 In the present case, by the joint operation of the order of Court 
Urzwora made on production of an instalment bond, and the payment of ~ 


Taone the instalment for Bhadra 1271, the xight to execute the decree 
Taraa WAS suspended till Magh 1271. Until that date there was no ; 
Ree present right to execute the decree. On that date the decree ` 
came into force as a decree which could be executed. ” Now it is 
clear that section 20 does not apply to decrees passed less than 
three years before the application for execution. By parity of 
reasoning, it seems to us that it does not apply to decrees which 
come into force, or become capable of being executed less than 
three years before the application for execution. The case of 
Bipro Das Gossamee v. Chunder Sekhar Bhuttacharjee (1) 
appears insome degree to support our view on this point. 
We need not discuss the question whether the payments on «+ 
account of the decree made subsequently to Aswin 1271 are not 
of themselves sufficient to keep alive the decree. It appears to 
us that the right to execute the decree is not barred by 
section 20. ° a 
We, therefore, reverse the decision of the Judge, and remand 
-~ the case to the first Court for execution of the decree. The 
respondent will pay the costs of thé appellant, both in this 
Court and in the lower Appellate Court. 


(1) 7 W. R., 528. 
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Before. Mr. Justice Loch, Mr. Justice Phear, and Mr. Justice Glover. . 
F In ra HARAN MANDAL.* f 


Ss.-191 & 192, Penal Code (Act XLV. of 1860 )—False Evidence— Verifi- 
: cation—Act XI. of 1865, 8. 21 ( Mofusnl Small Cause Courts Act). 


aes A. made an application for a new trial under section 21 of Act XI. of 1865. 
‘He filed a momorandum of his grounds verified as a plaint, and therein knowingly 
made a false statement. Held, (Glover, J., dissenting) that he had not thereby 
committed an offence under section 191 or 192 of the Penal Code. 


A suit was instituted against the accused Haran Mandal and 
Mahesh Mandal, in the Small Cause Court at Narail. They 
went to Narail, and executed a vakalutnama, instructing a vakil 
to defend the case, which was ultimately, ad decreed 
against them, 

Some four or five months after, they again went to Narail, 
and gave a vakalutnama to another vakil, instructing him to 
apply for a new trial, under section 21 of Act XI. of 1865. 
The vakil, under their instructions, wrote a m@morandum of the 
grounds for the application, and a verification clause at the foot 
which the prisoners signed. This memorandum set forth that 
they knew nothing whatever of the suit until execution was 


* Revision of proceedings by the Sessions Judge. of Jessore, on a charge of 
giving falso evidence. 
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1868 taken out against them. - The memorandum was filed before the 
Ix rx Hanan Small Cause Court Judge, when the fact that the prisoners had 
MaNPat Jad the case defended originally came to light. They were 
then criminally charged with having fabricated false evidence, 
. for the purpose of its being used in a stage of a judicial pro- 
ceeding—section 193, Indian Penal Code; and the Judge looking 
to sections 24 and 123 of Act VIII. of 1859, concurring with 

the assessors, convicted and sentenced them. - 
The learned Judges having differed in opinion, delivered the 

following judgments: 


GLOVER, J.—This case is not without difficulty; but after 
the best consideration I have been able to give to it, it appears 
to me that the conviction ought to be allowed to stand... „ 

_ I have considerable doubt, in the first place, whether the 

'~ prisoner does not substantially come under the provisions of sec- 
tion 191 of the Penal Code, because although his application to 

®@ the Small Cause Court, for a rehearing, under section 21, Act XT, 
of 1865, was not one which the law requires to be verified, and 
the prisoner was not, therefore, in the first instance, bound by 
any express provision of law to make that verification, still he 
did make it, and by so doing “ legally bound himself ;” and a 
false atatement made under such circumstances, would, it appears 
to me, be “ false evidence ” under that section, and would bind 
the person making it. a 

It has been found, as a fact, by the Sessions Judge and Asses- 
sors (and the prisoner has not appealed) that the memorandum 
in the petition for rehearing contained a false statement, and 
that the prisoner made it knowing it to be false and intending 
it to cause the Judge of the Small Cause Court to form an 
erroneous opinion upon the evidence. 

Mr, Justice Loch thiuks that the memorandum filed by 
Haran Mandal could not have been used as evidence in the case, 
and that section 192, Penal Code, therefore, would not apply. 

It appears to me that, under the circumstances, it might have 
been so used. It would have had the same effect as a deposition 
on oath, and would have been primd facie evidence of the truth 
of the statements therein contained. Indeed, if the Court had 
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chosen to believe it, it-would have been legally sufficient 1868 
evidence by itself to prove the non-service of summons or any Ix re Manax 
of the “sufficient causes” which had prevented the petitioner ne 
from appearing before the Small Cause Court when his case was 
first heard. But even if it were not “evidence” properly so called, 
it is quite clear that Haran Mandal “intended” it to appear in 
evidence, so that in any case the prisoner has, in my judgment, 
made himself liable. 

The prisoner has not appealed, and the proceedings are before | 
us, as a Court of revision only. For the reasons above given, 
I do not think any interference necessary. 


Locu, J.—The prisoner has clearly made a false statement 
which: he has verified, though not required to do so by law. He 
has, as described in section 192 of the Penal Code, made a 
document containing a false statement, and the document was 
intended to appear in a judicial proceeding that it might cause 
the Judge of the Small Cause Court to entertain an erroncous ® 
opinion touching a point material to the result of such proceed- 
ing.“ But all this does not quite make up the offence defined 
in section 192 of the Penal Code. That offence requires that the 
| document containing the false statement should be made with 
~ the intention that it may appear in evidence in a judicial pro- 
` ceeding. A plaint or written statement filed in a suit cannot 
properly be called evidence, though any statements contained 
therein may be used as evidence against the party making them; 
but till the Code of Procedure required the plaint and written 
statements to be verified, the person filing them could not be 
punished criminally for any falsehoods they might contain. Sec- 
tion 24 of Act VIII. of 1859 declares that if a plaint, written 
statement, or declaration in writing required by that Act to be 
verified, shall contain any averment which the party making 
the verification knows or believes to be false, &c., such person 
shall be liable to the punishment provided for the offence of 
giving or fabricating false evidence. 

It appears to me that this is a case which docs not come under 
the provisions of section 192 of the Penal Code, and that the pri- 
soner has not committed the offence specified in that section, 


Brn. Law : 
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1868 unless it can be said that the false statement which he made was 
In re Haran intended to be used in evidence in the case. It was made with 
the intention of getting the case reheard, but not to be used 
in evidence in the suit. It was intended to mislead the person 
who had to form an opinion upon the evidence in that suit; but 
it was not offered as evidence as regards the question at issue 
in that suit. 

If the case does not come up to the offence defined in section 
192 of the Penal Code, has an offence been committed under sec- 
tion 24, Act VIII. of 1859, which will render the prisoner liable 
to punishment, as if he had committed the offence described in 
section 192 of the Penal Code? The prisoner put in an appli- 
cation before the Judge of the Small Cause Court, praying for 
a rehearing of his case, alleging that he was not aware that a e 
suit had been instituted, or a decree given against him, though 
he had given a vakalutnama to a pleader of the Court to 
defend the suit. By section 47, Act XI. of 1865, the provi- 

esions of the Code of Civil Procedure were, as far as applicable, 
extended to all suits and proceedings in the Small Cause Courts ; 
and consequently all plaints and written statements for suite . 
tried in the Small Cause Court, are required to be verified, and 
if any plaint or written statement contain an averment which 
the party making the verification knows or believes to be false, 
such party would, under the provisions of section 24, Act VIII. 
of 1859, be liable to the punishment prescribed for giving or 
fabricating false evidence. 

The offence, however, is only committed when the written 
statement, of whatever kind it be, is required by the Act to be 
verified. Now applications for a re-hearing made under section 
119, Act VIII. of 1859, are not required by the Act to be veri- 
fied} and consequently applications of a similar nature presented 
to the Judge of the Small Cause Court do not require verifica- 
tion. If, therefore, a party has made a verification, when it is 
not required by law, he cannot be said to have committed the 

` offence defined in section 24 of the, Civil Procedure Code. 
That the prisoner has committed gross perjury, I have no doubt 
of, but it does not appear that he can be legally convicted under 
the provisions of the Penal Code, and must be released. 
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PueEar, J.—The record of this case is not before me, and I 


take the facts solely from the abstract statement of the Officiat- Ix xa Hanar 


ing Judge. From this I gather that the alleged false document, 
which is the foundation of the charge against the prisoners, is s 
memorandum of the grounds upon which they, the prisoners, made 
an application to the Small Cause Court, for a new trial of a 
certain suit. , At the foot of this memorandum was a so-called 
verification signed by the prisoners. In the absence of the 
original or any copy, I suppose this was merely a clause declar- 
ing that the statements of fact in the memorandum were true 
to the best of the signers’ knowledge and belief. 

A declaration of this kind, unless special’ significance or 
importance be attached to it by the legislature, merely pledges 
the deolarant’s word to the truth of the statements which pre- 
cede it, and a simple signature, without the express words of the 
declaration, would have the same effect. Whoever signs any 
document, thereby impliedly says and means to convey that he 
believes the statements therein made to be true, no other 
meaning can be given to the act of signing. Therefore, in 
my judgment, except in cases where the legislature has other- 
wise provided, falsehood in respect of statements made in a 
signed document, is of the same character, and is in precisely 
the same predicament as regards any penal consequences to 
the signer, whether the document contains a clause of verifi- 
cation or not. If the signer would not be “bound by express 
provision of law” in the one case to state the truth within 
the provisions of section 191 of the Penal Code, neither would 
he be so in the other. ot 

But it is conceded that a memorandum of grounds urged in 
support of an application for a new trial in the Small Cause 
Court, is not a document lying under any special legislative 
sanction. ‘The legislature has not directed it to be verified in 
any manner, or declared that the statements of fact made in it, 
whether verified or not, are made under any express provision 
of law that the truth should be stated. It is also clear that the: 
memorandum is not a deposition made upon oath. Nor ia it a 
declaration which the prisoners were bound by law to make. 
I conclude then, that the prisoners by causing the memorandum 
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containing false statements signed by them, to be presented in 


In ne Haran Court, did not make a false statement under any of the three 


MANDAL. 


sets of circumstances mentioned in section 191 of the Penal 
Code; and consequently are not liable to the penal consequences 
which rest thereon. 

“It remains only to consider whether the prisoners in signing 
the memorandum made a document containing a false statement, 
intending that such false statement should appear in evidence 
in a judicial proceeding, and that such false statement so appear- 
ing in evidence should cause the person who in such proceeding 
is to form an opinion on the evidence to enterfain an erroneous 
opinion touching’ any point material to the result of such pro- 
ceeding, within the terms of section 192 of the Penal Code. 
And as to this, I think it clear, that the act of the prisoner does 
not fall within these words. The memorandum of the grounds 
on which a new trial was‘sought, was in no sense evidence, and 
the Court of Small Causes would, in my opinion, have erred, 
if it had formed any judicial opinion upon it, excepting an 
opinion as to the sufficiency of the grounds, assuming them to 
be true in fact, as affording reasons for granting a new trial. 
So far as the memorandum contained a statement of fact, it 
operated not as evidence, but merely as a statement of that 
which the applicant was prepared to prove by evidence. I 
must assume that the prisoners put in this memorandum for its 
normal purpose, therefore it seems to me that although the 
memorandum contained the false statements made by the pri- 
soners, they did not, by so putting the memorandum before the 
Court, offend against section 192. 

On the whole, I think that the facts disclosed by the abstract 
statement of the Officiating Judge do not justify the conviction 
of the prisoners which the Court has made. 

Consequently, I would send for the record, and if.on produc- 
tion thereof, it appears that the abstract statement of the Officiat- 
ing Judge is borne out, I would quash the conviction as having 
‘been illegally made without evidence, and order the discharge of 
the prisoners. 
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Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 
MAGHAN MISRA v. CHAMMAN TELL” : 


Security to keep Peace—Section 282 of the Crimmal Procedure Code ( Act 
XXV. of 1861). 


Before making an absolnte order directing a person to enter into a bond to keep 
the peace, the Magistrate must take the evidence on which he bases the order in tho 
presence of tho accused or his agent.—Per Loch, J. Glover, J., dissenting. 


The following reference was 
of Gya: 


made by the Sessions Judg 


“ Under the provisions of section 434 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, I have the honor to sub- 


Teli. 


Maghan Misra v. Ohamman mit the record of the case, noted in 


the margin, and to recommend that 


the order of the Officiating Joint Magistrate requiring security 
to keep the peace from Maghan Misra be quashed as illegal 
and not having been duly made. 

2. In the case of Narsing Narayan (1) it was held that the 


“order directing the defendant to enter into a bond to keep the 


* Reference under section 484 of the Code of Criminal Procedure 


(1) This was a reference, under section 
434 of the Ciiminal Procedure Code, from 
the Sessions Judge of Tirhoot, It came 
before Phear and Hobhouse, JJ., on the 
2nd of June 1868, and tho following 
opinion was delivered by 

Pourar, J.—This is a reference made 
to this Court by the Sessions Judge of 
Tirhoot, under section 484 of the Orimi- 
nal Procedure Code, in which he says 
that he transmits to this Court the record 
of the case of Government against Baboo 
Narsing Narayan, with the recommenda- 
tion that the final order apon the defend- 
ant in that caso to give recognizance to 
the extent of 5,000 rupees should be 
quashed. The Judge thus states the 
case.— Upon a memorial of the Assist- 
ant Magistrate of Tajpore, dated the 
18th of October 1867, stating that 


though the charge of illegal assembly 
brought against Baboo Narsing Narayan 
possibly had broken down, gud ho had 
had to acquit the defendant, he was of 
opinion that Baboo Narsing Narayan 
ought to be bound down to keep the 
peace. Accordingly, a summons was 


issued on the Baboo, under section 282° 


of the Oriminal Procedure Code, and 
he was eventually bound down to keep 
the peace.” The Judge further says :— 
“I find that the summons served upon 
Baboo Narsing, under section 282 of the 
Oriminal Procedure Oode, sets forth as 


the credible information received by the - 


Magistrate, &c., &c., the record of a case 
of complaint of one Mul Ohand Pande in 
the Court of the Assistant Magistrate of 
Tajpore against Buboo Nusing Narayan, 
and also the Assistant Mangistrate’s 
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peace, could not be made until the Magistrate had taken fresh 
evidence properly giyen on the appearance of the accused, or 


opinion that the Baboo should be bound 
down. But upon this, I observe that 
Mul Chand’s case has been dismissed as 
not proved. Therefore, this would be no 
ground for calling upon the Baboo to 
euter into a recognizance either under 
section 280 or 282, and obviously the 
Assistant Magistrate’s opinion cannot be 
called credible information. I consider, 
therefore, that the Baboo onght to be 
released from his recognizance.” 

We think that the Judge is in error in 
thinking that the record in the case 
of Mul Chand Pande v. Baboo Nar- 
sing Narayan, does not afford credible 
information, within the meaning of the 
Logislature, quite sufficient to justify the 
Magistrate in issning a summons under 
section 288. That record contains the 
depositions on oath of several witnesses 


“in the caso who appear to state, as facts, 


matters which would certainly, if credible, 
lead to a conclusion that a breach of the 
peace might be likely, and we think that, 
information so conveyed to the Magis- 
trate is credible information. Oonse- 
quently, we are of opinion that the 

izances are not void for the reasons 
which the Judge suggests in his refer- 
ence. However, it has been brought to 
our notice by the Advocate who has 
argued the case before us on behalf of 
the accused, that after the issuing of the 
summons, and on the appearance of 
Narsing Narayan in answer to the sum- 
mons, there was no further evidence 
taken, béaring upon the subject of the 
summons. Now, although section 282 
of the Oriminal Procedure Act autho- 
rizea the Magistrate to issue a summons, 
that is to call the party before him upon 
.thé foundation of any information that 
can be called credible information, still 
hè cannot make the order that the defend- 
ant should enter into a bond to keep the 
peace, until he has adjudicated judicially 
that he is satisfled that it is necessary 
for the preservation of the peace to take 
such a bond from the defendant. This 

G) 5 W. B, Crm, 14, 


is provided by section 288, and taking 
that section in connection with the one 
immediately preceding 287, it is per- 
fectly clear that this adjudication must 
be come to, upon evidence properly given 
on the appearance before the Magistrate 
of the person who has been summoned, 
or of his agent in the case, where he is 
permitted to appear by agent. ‘hyo or 
three decisions upon the analagous enact- 
ment, section 318, namely Dewan 
Elahi Newaz v. Savarannisa (1) and 
Amrit Nath Jha v. Ahmed Reza (2) 
and others, have laid down that an 
adjudication by a Magistrate of his 
being satisfled that a breach of the peace 
is likely to occur, must be based upon 
legal evidence and be duly recorded. I 
may say that it is obvious, and unless 
this be go, the result of the provisions of 
section 282 and section 288, would be 
that the Magistrate might really inflict a 
vory heavy fine, and commit to prison for 
default of payment thereof, without the 
observance of the ordinary procedure, 
and the taking of evidence, in the man- 
ner which is considered by the Legislature 
to be necessary; and is therefore strictly 
provided for all other cage, where an 
accused person is made liable to a penalty 
and without there being even the security 
afforded by the opportunity of appeal. 
On the whole, I think, there cannot be 
any doubt, even though the words of 
this section, with those of the one I have 
last referred to, do not expressly so 
provide, that the adjudication of a 
breach of the peace being likely to occur, 
which must bo made by the Magistrate 
under section 288 of the Criminal Pro- 
cedure Act, before he can take a bond 
from the person accused, must be based 
upon legal evidence, and must be dis- 
tinctly stated as a judicial finding of the 
Magistrate as in all other criminal cases. 
I have already said that the learned 
Advocate has pointed out to us that 
there does not appear in the papers before 
us any trace of evidence having deen 
(2) 6 W. E, Orm., 61. 
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of his agent, before him; and before he had adjudicated judicially 
on such evidence that it was necessary for the preservation of 
the peace that a bond should be taken. In the case now under 
consideration, it appears from the record that a petition was 
presented by certain parties complaining of threatened violence 
on the part of certain persons therein mentioned. Thereupon 
some of those persons were summoned, but the defendant, 
Maghan Misra, does not appear to have been then called upon; 
subsequently the evidence of some witnesses was taken, and 
after it had been recorded, the defendant, Maghan Misra, was 
directed to show cause why security should not be demanded 
from him. This order was passed on 20th June. On the 23rd 
idem, the defendant appeared, and gave in a written statement 
showing cause as required. Upon this statement being filed, an 
order was passed directing Maghan Misra to give two sureties 
in 100 rupees each, and to enter into his own recognizances to 
the amount of .200 rupees to keep the peace for the space of 
one year. i 

3. The proceedings in this case were not in accordance with 
the ruling above cited; no evidence appears to have been taken 
on the appearance of the accused ; that which is with the record 
was taken before he was required to appear; and therefore under 
the ruling referred to, cannot be considered to have been properly 
given. For these reasons, I consider the Joint Magistrate’s 
order is illegal, and recommend that it be quashed,” 


GLOVER, J.—I oan find nothing in the Criminal Procedure 
Code which makes it necessary to take evidence as to the 
likelihood of a breach of the peace, after the accused has been 
summoned and is present either in person or by agent. Section 


given when the accused appeared before 
the Magistrate in obedience to the sum- 
mons. Nor is there evidence in the quasi 
record sont up to us, which can be pro- 
perly said to be the taking place of an 
adjadication by the Magistrate that he 
was satisfied upon the evidence that a 
breach of the peace was likely to occur. 
This being so, I think that the order 


directing tha accused, Baboo Narsing 
Narayan, to entor into a bond to keep the 
peace, was illegal, as not having been duly 
madc; and, thorefore, that it ought to be 
quashed, and the accused released from 
his recognizances, if ho has entercd into 
them, or discharged frém custody, if he 
has been put into prison. ° 
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282 gives a Magistrate power, on receiving “credible informa- 
tion,” that such and such a person is likely to commit a breach 
of the peace, to call upon that. person to show cause why he 
should not be required to enter into a bond to keep the peace. 
An order of this description cannot be issued until the Magis- 
trate has satisfied himself in the way laid down in the Procedure 
Code of the necessity for issuing it, but being issued, and the 
accused appearing to show cause against it, there would be no 
. necessity, it seems to me, for recording, de novo, the evidence 
of any witnesses, merely because their depositions had not been 
taken in the presence of the accused. The law supposes that 
the Magistrate has acted prudently, and with due consideration, 
and has received information upon which he believes that it is 
necessary to prevent a breach of the peace by calling fora ¢ 
security bond. The words of section 282 appear to’ me 
to suppose that a good prima facie case has already been 
established against the party accused, which case he is called 
upon to rebut, if he would escape the necessity of having to 
give security, and I cannot find either in section 282, 2873, or 
288 anything which makes it incumbent on a Magistrate. to 
adjudicate judicially as to the necessity for taking security in 
evidence given before him, on the appearance of the person 
summoned. It appears to me that if a Magistrate is once 
satisfied, on what he considers to be credible information, that 
it is necessary to take security for the preservation of the peace, 
he has full authority to call upon the party charged, .and to 
take such security from him, without recording in his presence, 
the evidence or information on which he himself acted. 

This case has been referred to the High Court by the Judge 
of Gya, under section 434, Code of Criminal Procedure, with 
an opinion that as a certain party. against whom proceedings 
had been taken under section 282 had not had the opportunity 
of hearing the evidence, on which the Magistrate acted, in 
calling upon him to show cause, the order for security was - 
illegal, in accordance with the ruling of a Divisional’ Bench 
of this Court, in the case of Narsing Narayan (1). “With 


(1) Ante, p, 7, note. 
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' great deference to the learned Judges who passed that decision, 


N 


I think, for the reasons above given, that the Magistrate’s 
order in this case was not illegal, and that there was no necessity 
for taking the evidence of witnesses in the accused’s presence. 

The point is an important one, and I should wish it referred 
to a Full Bench. 


Locu, J.—I think that the course laid down in the ruling 
of the.Court referred to should be followed, though the law 
does not distinctly prescribe what is to be done after ihe accused 
appears. He is, however, in the position of a person charged 
with an offence, against whom evidence has been taken, and he 
has been summoned to answer to the charge. Now in ordinary 
cases, though witnesses in support of the charge have been 
‘examined before the accused appear, yet when he appears, they 
are required to attend to be again examined before the accused, 
aud to give him an opportunity of cross examining them. 
This appears to me the course which should be taken in cases 
of the kind which has been referred to. A criminal charge is 
preferred, and the accused should have the opportunity, as in 
‘other cases, of showing, by the cross-examination of the witnesses 
for the prosecution, that no charge is made out against him. I 
would, therefore, set aside the order of the Magistrate, as recom- 
mended by the Sessions Judge. 





Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 
THE QUEEN v. SHAM SUNDAR CHOWDHRY.* 


Recogmzance to keep the Peace—Jurisdiction—Criminal Procedure ‘Code (Aot 
XXV. of 1861), 8. 293. 7 


» 


A executes in Distirct T, a recognizance to keep the peace towards B. A was 
afterwards convicted in District 8 of having assaulted B in that district, Held, A 
had forfeited his recognizance, and the Magistrate in District T could proceed 
against him under section 298 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 


, DEFENDANT executed, at the order of the Magistrate of 
Tipperab, a recognizance, that he would keep the peace towards 


one Radhagobind Shaha. Subsequently he was convicted by the 
“Magistrate of Sylhet of having assaulted Radhagobind within the 


- * Reference from Sessions Judge of Tipperah, dated 31st August 1868. 
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District of Sylhet. ” The latter thereupon applied to the Deputy: 


Tur QukEN Magistrate of Tipperah for the forfeiture of defendant’s recógni- 
Smar Supa ZaNCe given to the Magistrate of Tipperah, The Deputy Magis- 


Cuownpnry, 


A 


trate dismissed the application under section 272 of the Criminal 
Procedure Code, on the ground that the conviction which bad 
taken place in Sylhet, could not affect the recognizance executed in 
Tipperah. The Sessions Judge of Tipperah referred the case to 
the High Court, holding, “ that a person who executes a recogni- 
zance in Tipperah to keep the peace, is clearly liable to forfeit 
the sum for which he gave recognizance, if he break the peace, 
ns regards the person towards whom he was bound over to keep 


it, whether such breach of the peace occur in Tipperah or - 


Sylhet.” 
. The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Loca, J.—We concur with the Sessions Judge in. thinking 
that the view taken by the Magistrate is erroneous. We think 
that if the accused have forfeited his recognizance given to the 
Magistrate of Tipperah by committing a breach of the peace 


„in Sylhet of which he ‘has been convicted and punished, the 


Magistrate of the former district can proceed under the pro- 
visions of section 293 of the Criminal Procedure Code. We, 
therefore, set aside the order passed by the Magistrate in this case. 





Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 
THE QUEEN v. SHIPAIT ALI. 
Forgery—Penal Code (Act XLV. of 1860), 88. 5, 29, & 4683—False Document, 


To constitute the offence_of- forgery, the simple making of a false document is 
sufficient. It is not necessary that the document should be published, or made in 
the name of a really existing person, 

A writing which is not legal evidence of the matter expressed, may yet boa 
document within the meaning of section 29 of the Penal Code, if the parties 
framing it believed it to be, and intended it to be, evidence of such matter. 


THE facts of this case are sufficiently explained in the follow- 


ing judgments: 


Locn, J.—Shifait Ali, Ilahi Baksh, and Mani Shah were 
apprehended in the act of writing the draft of a petition 


REPORTS, 
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bearingthe name of Dilawar Shah, dining Rais Lilanand | 1868 
Sing with the murder of a fakir, with the object, as alleged Tar TR 
by the complainant, of extorting money from, the Raja. They TER ALD 
were committed for trial:—Shifait Ali on a charge of forgery 
under section 469 of the Indian Penal Code, and the other two 
on a charge of abetment. The fact of the parties being con- 
cerned in Goncocting and writing the petition appears to be 
established, and the only question before us is the law point, 
whether any offence recognised by the Penal Code has been 
committed or not. The Sessions Judge holds that no offence 
has been committed; 1st, because it did not appear that there is 
such a person as Dilawar Shah; 2nd, that the draft in question 
had never been presented in Court or shown to any person, and 

\, consequently no one had been harmed by it; and he, therefore, 
acquitted the prisoners without calling upou them for a 
defence. 

An appeal has been preferred by the Raja from thie order, and 
the Court was asked to interfere under the precedent given in 
Gora Chand Gope (1); and the record was, accordingly, sent for. 

It is necessary, before determining whether an offence has been 
committed, to refer to certain sections of the Indian Penal Code. 
The offence of forgery is thus defined in section 463: <“ Who- 
ever makes any false document with intent to cause damage or 
injury to any person, or to cause any person to part with pro- 
perty, or with intent to commit fraud, commits forgery.” A 
person is said to make a false document who dishonestly or 
fraudulently makes a document, with the intention of causing it 
to be believed that such document was made by or by the 
authority of a person by whom or by whose authority he knows 
that it was not made; and, in the second explanation to section 
464, it is stated that the making of a false document in the name 
of a fictitious person intending it to be believed that the docu- 
ment was made by areal person, or in the name of a deceased 
person, intending it to be believed that the document was made 
by the person in his life-time, may amount to forgery. 

Section 29 of the Penal Code describes a document in the 
following terms: “ The word ‘ document’ denotes any matter 

0) 5. W. Ru Cr, 45. 
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expressed or described upon any substance, by means of letters, 
figures, or niarks, or by more than one of those means, intended 
to be used, or which may be used, as evidence of that matter. 


“ Dishonestly,” according to section 24, is thus defined: 


«Whoever does any thing with the intention of causing wrongful 


gain to one person or wrongful loss to another, is nae to’ act . 


dishonestly.” 

Now it is clear from the definition of forgery in séction 463, 
that the simple making of a false document constitutes the 
offence of forgery; and that it is not necessary, as apparently 
supposed by the Judge, that it should be issued or made known 
to the injury of a person’s reputation before the offence is com- 
pleted, or the offender liable to punishment. The publication 


of such a document forms no part of the offence, and the Judge S 


is, therefore, wrong inholding that no offencehad been committed, 
because the petition had not been presented in Court, or shown 
to any person. He is equally wrong in considering that no 
offence had been committed, because it was uncertain whether 
such a person, as Dilawar Shah, was in existence;. for as shown 
by the second explanation to section 464, it is clear that’ 4 false 
document may be made in the name of a fictitious person. 

It cannot be questioned that the document has been made 
dishonestly, ù e., with the intention of causing wrougful gain to 
the makers by extorting money from the Raja, and wrongful 
loss to the Raja who was falsely charged with committing mur- 
der. And if the draft petition be a document, as defined in 


section 29 ofthe Penal Code, it is evident that the prisoners 


were rightly charged with the offence of forgery. Now the gist 
of that definition lies in the last few words, “ intended to be 


used or which may be used as evidence of that matter.” The 


matter expressed in this papèr is the fact of a murder alleged to 
have been committed by the Raja through his servants. Is this 
paper evidence of that matter? Could it, as it stands, be used 
as evidence against him to support the charge of murder which it 
sets forth? It certainly is not evidence as it stands. The 
paper is the mere narration of an alleged fact, and there isno one 
to swear to the truth of its contents. But what was the intention 
with which the petition was prepared, for that has also to be con- 


`~ 
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sidered. There can, I think, be little doubt'that the person who 1868 
prepared the petition believed that it- might be used as evidertce, Tua aaa 
and prepared it with that intention ; and this being the case, the Samar ALL 
petition does become g document within the meanitig of section 29 

of the Penal Code; and as it contains statements injurious to the 

character of Raja Lilanand Sing, and can have been prepared 

with no othér intent than to cause injury to him, and the 
statements contained therein are alleged to be false,. theparties 

concerned were rightly committed to the Sessions on a charge of 

forgery. The Judge has acquitted the prisoners erroneously on 

‘a pdintof Jaw; and, therefore, under the ruling of the Full 

‘ Bench’in the case of Gora Chand Gope (1), I think the.order of 

acquittal should be set aside, and the Judge required. to appre- 

hend thé prisoners, and to pass the proper sentence upon them as š 
guilty of the offence of forgery undersection 463 and section 469. ~ °° 


GLover, J.—There can be no doubt, I think, on the 
admitted facts of this case, that there was an offence committed 
under section 469 of Penal Code, if the written paper found in 
possession of the accused can be styled a “ document” in the 
_ sense of-section 29. By that soction, a document is any matter 
expressed by writing, figures, or marks “ intended to be used, or 
which may be used, as evidence of that matter.” Now the writing 
in question could not have been used as evidence of the alleged 
murder; and, therefore, the case turns on the meaning of the 
words intended to be used.” 

It appears to me that the accused, in concocting the anonymous 
‘petition against the Raja Lilanund Sing, to .the address of the 
Magistrate of the district, intended that petition to be used as 
evidence, that a certain fakir had been beaten and killed by the 
- Rajas orders. I donot think that it affects the case, that the 
petition could not have beenso used; itis enough that the 
accused thought it could, and made their arrangements accord- 
ingly. It was not necessary, moreover (see explanation to section - 
29), that the evidence was intended to be used ina Court of 
Justice. , 

Further, the last sifueteation to section 29 deube any 
authority containing “ instructions” to be a document. Now 


(1) 5 W. R, Cr. 45. 
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this petition gave information to the Magistrate of the commiséion 
of a murder, and may therefore be said to be an “© instruction” 


on which the Magistrate would most probably.. have taken - 


action. ; 
On all the other points aked I concur entirely i in the opinion 


expressed by Mr. Justice Loch. The Sessions Judge’s reasons ; 


+ 


for discharging the accused are manifestly insufficient. 


I think, therefore, that the Judge below should be directed ` 


to try the case with reference to the words of the section above 
quoted. . 


Before Mr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Glover. 
ar QUEEN v. TULSI SING ann ornuns.* 
Riglt of Private Defence. 


A party in possession of land is legally entitled to defend his possession against , 


another party seeking to eject him by force. 


In this case, the Deputy Magistrate of Patna convicted Tulsi 
Sing, Thakur Sing, and two others of rioting, under section 147 
of the Penal Code, and fined them Rupees 50 each. It appeared 
that Tulsi Sing and Thakur Sing had each laid ‘claim to the 
same piece of land, and when the Police arrived on the spot, 
they found Thakur Sing’s men ploughing the land, and Tulsi 
Sing’s party preparing to expel them. ,Thakur Sing’s party were 
also ready to resist by force. The Deputy Magistrate punished 
both parties equally. At the same time, however, in a separate 
proceeding, under Chapter 22 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 
he found that Thakur Sing was in possession of the disputed 
land, Thakur Sing, upon this, applied to have the conviction 
passed upon him in the riot case quashed, contending that he was 
legally justified in defending his property. The Judge referred 
the case to the High Court, with the statement of the above 
facts, observing : 

“ It appears to me, that under section 104 of the Penal Code, 
they were fully justified in all that was actually done. I would, 
therefore, quash the convictions, but as the order is one from 
which no appeal lies to this Court, I am obliged to refer it to 
the High Court.” 

* Reference by the Sessions Judge of Patna, 
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Locu, J.—We concur in the opinion expressed by the Judge, 
and direct that the fine ;7opopod upon Thakur Sing and his 
party be remitted. Da 


Before Sw Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter. 
Ix THE MATTER or BANKA BIHARI GHOSE.* 
Tolls—Arrears of Rent—LIllegal Arrest. 


A, the lessee of a toll, was in arrear to Government in respect of the rent. The 
Magistrate issued a summons to him, whereby it was recited that a plaint had 
been preferred against him (A) for the offence of not paying the sum of rupees 262 
for arrears of rent, and A was summoned to appear before the Magistrate to 
answer the charge. A did not appear on the day appointed, but had an application 
presented for postponement of the demand for arrears of rent, on the grounds there 
stated. On the following day, the Magistrate passed the following order : “ Where- 
as the debtor, defendant, has not appeared in person, the summons has been disobeyed; 


~ therefore, “it is ordered that a warrant be issued for the arrest of the defendant.” 


Proceedings were afterwards taken upon the warrant. Held, that all the proceedings 


` taken by the Magistrate were irregular, and must be set aside. 


On the 5th December 1868, Banka Bihari Ghose petitioned 
the High Court, alleging as follows :— 

“That, on the 30th March 1868, your petitioner got an 
ijara of the Bakrahat toll bar from the Magistrate of Zilla 24- 
Pergunnas. 

“ That, during the last heavy showers of rain, a greater portion 
of the road being broken, your petitioner applied to the Magis- 
trate of 24-Pergunnas, on the 25th June 1868, for repairing the 
road and giving a remission of the rent payable by your 
petitioner, 

“ That, subsequently, a charge for not paying 262 rupees on 
account of arrears of rent having been instituted against your 
petitioner, on the 8th July 1868, a notice was issued, directing 
your petitioner to appear before the Magistrate of 24-Per- 
gunnas, on the 15th idem. 

“That, on the said 15th July, your petitioner presented an 
application to the Magistrate, requesting him, on the grounds 
atated therein, to postpone for a while the demand for arrears of 
rent. 


* Criminal revisional jurisdiction. 
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A 


e That, on the 16th July 1868, the Magistrate of 24-Per- ; 
IS THEMATTER gunna ` passed the following order: «Whereas. the debtor, 


Binanı GHOSE. “ defendant,- has .not appeared in’ person, the summons has been 


« disobeyed; thérefore, it is ordered that a warrant be issued for 
“ the arrest of the defendant.’ 

“ That, subsequently, on hie 5th August, your E 
appeared personally, and'applied to the Magistrate for deducting 


' from the amount which had been deposited by him, the amount 
* of rateable arrears, and refunding to him the remainder of thé 


deposit money, and for withdrawing the illegal warrant which 
had beén directed to be issued for the arrest of your petitioner. 


set That, notwithstanding these applications, on the 13th Ahgran 


last, gome constables went into the house of your pees: at 
‘Arbellia and entered into his zenana.. 


“ That your petitioner submits, that, under the circumstances ° 


. of the case, the Magistrate had no jurisdiction to issue the warrant 


complained of by your petitioner. 

` “ That, therefore, your petitioner prays that your > Lordships 
may be pleased to direct the Magistrate of 24-Pergunnas to show 
cause, under what law, and for what offence, he issued the warrant 
for the arrest of your petitioner. And your petitioner further 
prays, that your Lordships may be pleased to get aside the order 
of the Magistrate of Zilla 24~Pergunnas, whereby he directed a 
warrant to be issued for the arrest of your petitioner.” 

Upon this the Court, (Pracoox, C.J.,and MITTER, J . ordered 
the Magistrate of the 24~Pergunnas to suspend further proceed- 
ings, and to send up the papers to the Court, permitting him 
at the same time, if he were so minded, to show cause why his 
order should not be set aside. 

On the 23rd December, the Magistate by letter showed cause- 
as follows :— 


« With reference to the Court’s resolution on the petition of’ 


Banka Bihari Ghose, farmer of the Bakrahat toll bar, execu-- 
tion of the warrant has been stayed pending the further orders 
of the Court. 

“2. I beg to forward herewith the record, and to show cause as. 
follows, why the order should not be set aside.. 
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“3. The petitioner is the farmer of a toll-gate under Act 1869 
VIII. of 1851, and is, under clause 2 of the Act, “liable to the same TN eaan 
responsibilities, as he would be; if similarly employed i in the collec- Bruari Gnose, 
tion of land revenue. 

“4, His position is very much analogous to that of the farmer 
of a ferry under Regulation VI. of 1819. The law has, in their 
case, provided (section 10, Regulation VI. of 1819,) for recovery 
of arrears in the mode prescribed for the recovery of money 
embezzled by native ministerial officers, that is in acordance with 
section 7, Regulation XVIII. of 1817. 

«5, There is no specific mode of recovery of arrears from 
defaulting toll farmers prescribed in the law quoted, but by the 
provision that persons employed in the management and collec- 
tion of the tolls are liable to the same responsibilities as would 
belong to them, if employed in the collection of the land revenue, 

I infer that they may be proceeded against on default as persons 
similarly employed in the collection of the land revenue may be.” 

“6, The liability of a farmer of land revenue to arrest on 
default under section 23, Regulation VII. of 1799 has not so far, 

‘as I am aware, been ever questioned, and consequently in my 
opinion, a farmer of the toll revenue is similarly liable. 

“7, Itis perhaps scarcely necessary to call attention to the fact 
that the process under question bears date anterior to the 10th 
August last, on which day the section of the Regulation under 
which it was issued ceased to be law by the enactment of Act VII. 

B. C. of 1868.” 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Pracocr, C.J.—We think that the order of the Magistrate 
dated the 16th of July 1868, andthe warrant issued thereon ought 
to be set aside. 

The petitioner, against ahoni the warrant was TER was the 
lessee of the tolls to be collected ata certain toll-gate. Certain 
arrears of rent payable under the lease being unpaid, the Magis- 
trate issued a summons for the appearance of the petitioner. 
It does not appear, on the face of the summons, under what law 
` the Magistrate was proceeding ; but the summons recites that a 
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1869 complaint haying been preferred against the petitioner” ie the 

Tn neensaten offence of not paying the sum of Rupees 262 for arrears’of rent, : 

F BANKA 

Bman Guosr. the petitioner was summoned to appear before the Magistrate to. 
‘answer the charge. From thé use of the word . cc offence, ” it 
would seem that the Magistrate was treating the case as one-of 
a criminal, and not of a civil nature. The petitioner did hot- 
appear in pursuance of the summons; but he sent a kaifiat to 
the effect that the road having been out of repair and carriages 
and passengers having been unable to pass along it, he had been: .’ 
unable to collect the tolls in respect of which the rent was pay- - 
‘able. Upon that the Magistrate made the order in question. : 
The order is in these words: “Since the debtor has‘ not 
appeared in person, he has thereby disobeyed the order of the 
Court; therefore, it is ordered that a warrant be issued to arrest 
the defendant; ” and a warrant was issued accordingly. © 

It does not appear, on the face of the order, under what pro- 

: vision of law the Magistrate was acting in ordering a, warrant, 
to be issued for default of appearance according to the terms of 

‘the summons. The only law of which I am aware which could 
give any color of justification for the issue of the warrant, is 
section 73 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, which authorizes 
a Magistrate, after default made to a summons, to issue a warrant 
of arrest against the person summoned. 

_ If the order was made and the warrant issued under the pró- 
visions of the Code of Criminal Procedure, this Court, under the 
power of revision vested in it by section 404, may set aside the 
proceedings for an error in law. 

If the Magistrate considered that the non-payment of the rent 
due under the lease was a criminal offence, it appears to me that 
he was wrong in point of law; and that he had no power under 
the Code of Criminal Procedure to arrest the prisoner for not 
appearing to the summons, and the Court in that case would have 
no difficulty in quashing the order and warrant, and all pro- 
ceedings taken under them. | 

“When the rule for setting aside'the order was iaie by this 
Court, the Magistrate was authorized to show any cause he might 
think fit why the order should not be quashed, and the Magistrate 
in his letter of the 23rd December 1868, has stated his reasons. 
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. He contends, first, that the petitioner as farmer of a toll-gate, 1889 
under Act VIII. of-1851, is, under clause 2 of that Act, subject to eee 
the same responsibilities as he would have been if similarly employed Busarx Guose, 
in the collection of land revenue; and that he was, consequently, 
liable to be dealt with under section 23, Regulation VII. of 1799. 
_ That Act authorizes the local Government to fix the rates of 
- tolls to be levied upon any road made or repaired at the expense 
of the Government, and to place the collection of such tolls 
under the management of such persons as may appear to them’ 
` proper ; and it is enacted by the section to which the Magistrate . 
. refers, that all persons employed in the management and collec- 
tion of such tolls, shall be liable to the same responsibilities as would 
belong to them if employed in the collection of the land revenue. 
It is unnecessary to consider, under what provision of the law 
the tolls were leased to the petitioner by the Magistrate, for it 
appears to me that the lessee of tolls is not a person employed 
in the management and collection of the tolls within the meaning 
of Act VIII. of 1851. If he was a manager and collector of 
tolls he would be liable to pay over the tolls when collected’ and 
to be punished for embezzlement if he should appropriate them 
to his own use. Buta farmer or lessee of tolls collects them for 
his own use, and pays the rent in consideration of which the tolls 
are made over to him for the term of the lease. It appears that 
the warrant was issued on the same day on which Regulation VII. 
of 1799 was repealed by Act VII of 1868. I will not stop now 
to enquire whether a warrant issued on the very day on which the 
Regulation was repealed, could be justified by the Regulation, 
because I am of opinion that if the warrant had been issued 
whilst the regulation was in full force, it would not have been 
justified by the Regulation. 
Section 23, clause 2, authorized proceedings to be taken in the 
event of any arrear of revenue being undischarged on the lst : 
day of the month succeeding that for which the arrear should ` g 
have become due. The section extended not only to arrears 
of revenue properly so called, but to arrears of revenue as 
described in section 2, Regulation XIV. of 1793. It applied, there- 
fore, to arrears of rent due froma farmer of land. The procedure 
thereby pointed out, was to require payment of the arrear due 
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1869 with interest, and, if not paid, it authorized the attachment of 
inruxaarrer the estate of the proprietor from whom the’ arrear should be 
BurariGnose. due; or, in the case of a farmer, both the attachment of his farm: 
and the arrest of his person. The arrest -was to be made by! thos 
Collector as a fiscal, not as a ‘criminal officer, i inthe mode pre: - 
scribed by section 6, Regulation XIV. of 1793. The procedure 
pointed out by that section was very different from that adopted - 
‘in the present case. In particular, the amount of thë arrear., 
` due from ‘the defaulter was to be specified in the warrant, In 
this case the order for the arrest of the petitioner was-not for , 
“non-payment of the arrear, but for disobeying the order of the > ` 
Court ih not appearing personally, according to. the tenor-of the’ . 
summons; and the order was made not in the character of mica 
lector, but in the character of Magistrate, 7 

Further, the Collector contends that the position of the peti- * 
tioner wag very analogous to that of the farmer of a ferry under, 

.Regulation VI. of 1819, by section 10 of which recovery of arrears .' 

< e may be made in the mode prescribed for the recovery of moriey 
‘embezzled by native ministerial officers in accordance . with 

: _ Bectiqn "7, Regulation XVIII. of 1817. Itisunn ecesaary to refer 
= X0 . to this contention of the Magistrate further, than to say that 
however analogous the position of a farmer of tolls and the 

” ^ farmer of a ferry may be, the law which is applicable to the 
- farmer of a ferry bas not been extended to the farmer of. the 
tolls of a road. 

H The lease of the tolls did certainly stipulate that, if the rent 
should not be paid, it might be recovered in the mode prescribed 
for the recovery of money embezzled by native ministerial 
officers ; but I apprehend it is perfectly clear that such a stipula- 
tion could not legally be made, and that the Magistrate as 
lessor of the tolls had no right to reserve a remedy other than 
that which the law provided. 

= If a zemindar should stipulate upon the grant ofa talook 

that if the rent should not be paid, the lessee may be dealt with 
in the same manner as a native ministerial officer who embezzles 
money, and that it should not be necessary for him to proceed 
under Act X. of 1859, such a stipulation would not be binding. 
The Magistrate could no more stipulate that any particular © 


. 
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law should be “applicable to the rent reserved in the lease in 1809 

question than a zemindar could maké a binding stipulation to Ix THEMATIER 

the effect to which I have referred. an anes 
In thig case, the Magistrate was proceeding in his character 

of Magistrate, and not in his character of Collector, and it 

appears to me that he had no authority whatever to issue ‘the 


warrant; and that this Court has the power untler the Code of 





` Criminal Procedure to quash it upon revision; and further, it . 


appears to me that if the case did not fall within the Code ‘of 
Criminal Procedure, this Court under its general power of 

‘ guperintendence would have power to quash sn order made by a 
Magistrate for the issue of a warrant in a case in which he had 

‘ no jurisdiction whatever so to proceed. We are of opinion, there- 

* fore, that the order must be quashed, and all subsequent proceed- 
ings thereon, including the warrant, set aside, the petitioner 
having undertaken not to take any legal proceedings for any 
thing done under the warrant or order. This undertaking, ` 
of course, does not extend to any proceedings which the Magistrate » 
or Collector may have instituted or may institute with reference 
to the conduct of the mofussil officersin executing the warrant, - 
pending the rule, contrary to the orders of the Magistrate and 

_ of this Court. ; 


Before Sir’ Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitier. 
THE QUEEN v. KABIL MANJI anD oruens.* 1869 
Obstructing Navigation—Act V. (B. C.) of 1864. me 


To render a person liable to punishment under section 16, Act V. (B. C.) of 1864, 
for obstructing tho line of navigation of a Government canal, it must be shown that 
ho wilfully obstructed the navigation. 


Baboo Srikant Mullik for the petitioner. 
Tux judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Pracocx, C. J.—In this case, Mr. Beaufort, the J udge of the 
24-Pergunnas, has sent up a conviction of three manjis, for having 
obstructed the line of navigation in the new canal, opposite Sura 


* Reference by the Sessions Judge of the 24-Pergunnas. 
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1869 bazar. The conviction was under section 16 of Act V. of 1864, 
Tux QuEeN of the Bengal Council. That section enacts, that any person 
Kamin Manat. who shall wilfully cause or shall aid in causing any obstruction 

to any line of navigation, or who shall wilfully omit to remove - 

. such obstruction after being requested so to do, shall be punished, 

` on conviction before a Magistrate, with simple imprisonment» . 
which may extehd to one month, and shall also be liable to 
fine, &c. TF 2 

Mr. ‘Beaufort, upon a petition being presented to him, called for 

the. record of the proceedings, and has sent up that record to this 
Court, in order that it may be revised; and the Court, therefore, 

. hag revised it under the:provisions of section 404 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure. se ; 


There does not appear to have been any summons to these per- °. 
sons, nor any warrant for their arrest, nor is there a record of 
any charge having been drawn up; but the manjis were arrest- 
ed without warrant and brought before Mr. Galiffe. If there __ 

had been a summons, it must, according to the form annexed to 

_ the schedule to the Code of Criminal Procedure, have stated 
- «shortly the offence charged, and the party would have been sum- 
moned to answer it. If the parties had been arrested under 

a warrant, the warrant would, in like manner, have stated the 
offence. It is-not necessary here to enquire under what authority | 
of law these parties were arrested without warrant. I merely 
refer to the absence of a summons or warrant to show that there 
was no charge in writing which the manjis were called on to answer 


The record commences with the evidence of Mr. Milwrick, who 
says that, on the 25th, at 3 P. m., whilst on rounds at Chingri- 
ghatta, he found three boats laden with wood tied to trees on the 
east side of the new canal, opposite Sura bazar, and thus obstruct~ 
ing and endangering the navigation of the canal. It was flood tide, 
and the traffic was very great. These boats were tied by one 
rope by their heads to trees, the stern across stream; that he had 
these boats removed to Raja’s Khal, and arrested the ieee manjis 
named. 


There is nothing in that evidence to show that the manjis 
were wilfully obstructing the navigation, and nothing to show 
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_ that they were required tò remove the boats, or that they con- 1869 
tinued the obstruction after they were required to remove them, 7* Quaex 
, The record proceeds: “ Kabil admits the charge; Jailal, ditto; We% *BLaxar 
- Sukea ditto; but states that his boat was not tied to a tree but to 
a lagi driven into the bank.” 
The admission of the charge does not amount to anything, ' 
unless we know what the charge was. The evidence does not 
show that the parties were wilfully obstructing, and the admission 
of thé charge might be, and probably was, merely that they tied 
their boats to the bank, and not that they wilfully uiterrupted 
the navigation. 
The finding was that the defendants “are convicted of nng 
_ the navigation of the Calcutta Canal,” and they are then sentenced 
> to 15 days’ jail each, under Act V. of 1864, section 16. The find- 
ing does not state that the accused wilfully obstructed the naviga- 
tion. There is, therefore, no charge; there is nothing in the evidence 
or in the admission of the prisoncrs, or in the finding, to show or 
lead us to suppose that the prisoners wilfully obstructed the 
navigation. Mr. Galiffe appears to have considered that an 
obstruction, whether wilful or not, was sufficient to -render the 
prisoners liable to imprisonment. oats 
It is not for me to say that 15 days’ imprisonment would have 
„been too much for the offence of wilfully obstructing the naviga- 
` tion, or of wilfully continuing an obstruction after a request to 
remove it, if such an offence had been proved by the evidence ; 
but it appears to me that there is nothing whatever to show that 
the prisoners acted wilfully. ‘he accused have already suffered 
six days’ imprisonment, and it appears to me that the order of 
the Deputy Magistrate ought to be quashed. It is, accordingly, 
quashed, and the prisoners are to be forthwith released. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 
THE QUEEN v. LUTHI BEWA anp oruezs.* < 1869 
False Personation— Registration Act. March 31. 


A vendor proceeded, in company with three persons, to Dacca to rogister her 
deed of sale. Falling ill on the way, the three companions went to the Registrar’s 


* Revision of proceedings under sections 404 and 405 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. 
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1869 | ‘office, 3 one of them there personated the res and got registry of the deed. She 
“Tire Quaun W88 convicted of cheating by false personation, and the other two of abetting n 
. that offence, ; 
Lorat Bewa: Held, on revision, that, as there was no intention apparent on the partof the 
accused to injure or defraud any oné, the convictions should have been under sections 
93 and 94 of Act XX. of 1866, and not under s. 419 of the Penal Code. 


Tux facts' are fully set out in the judgment of the Court, which 
was delivered by 


` 


Nozman, J.— The prisoner, Luthi Bewa, has been convicted, 
under section 419 of the Indian Penal Code, of the offence 
of. cheating by false personation, and sentenced to one year’s . 
“rigorous imprisonment; apd the prisoners, Anand Mohan and 
Becharam, have been convicted of abetting the-offence, ahd sen- 
tenced to 18 months’ rigorous imprisonment. On the application © 
of the vakeel for the prisoners, the record of the case was sent 

‘for under section 404 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 

The prisoners were tried by the Joint Magistrate of Dacca, 
and the conviction of the Joint Magistrate was upheld on appeal 
by the Judge. We, therefore, taking up the case as a Court of 
revision must take the facts as found by the lower Court. 

It appears that one Kumari, having agreed to sell asmall piece 
of land, started with three persons in a boat for Dacca for the 
purpose of registering the deed of conveyance. According to 
the finding of the lower Courts, on arriving at Dacca, Kumari 
was too ill to leave the boat; and Luthi, who accompanied hér 
to Dacca in the boat, went with the other two prisoners to the 
office of the Registrar, and there personated her, and had the deed, 
registered in her name. 

We think there is nothing to show that the prisoners intended 
to defraud or injure anybody in putting forward Luthi to - 
personate Kumari, and do an act which, doubtless, Kumari would 
have done, had she not been prevented by illness from going 
to the office of the Registrar in person. 

We think, therefore, that the prisoners should not have been 
convicted of cheating by false personation under section 419 
of the Indian Penal Code. The offence which they committed, 
was an offence under section 93 of Act KX. of 1866. We, 
therefore, quashing the conviction, as a conviction under section 
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. 419, substitute a conviction under section 93 of Act KX. 189 

‘ of 1866 against the prisoner Luthi for falsely personating Tux Queue 
Kumari, and a conviction under section 94 against Anand and Lom: Bewa, 
Becharam for abetting the offence. Under all the circumstances 
ofthe case, we think a slight sentence only is called for, and, there- 
fore, direct the prisoner Luthi to be imprisoned for four calendar, 
months, and the prisoners, Anand and Becharam, for six calendar 
months, to be reckoned from the day of the Joint Magistrates 7” 
order, viz.,.the 15th of December last. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr, Justice E. Jackson. 
MAHANT DHANRAJ GIRI GOSWAMI v. SRIPATI GIRI GOSWAMI* 1869. 


5 Pinte nae ae XXVII. of 1860— Criminal Procedure Code, 
4. 318, 


A and B had a dispute about possession of a certain muth, A was declared by the 
Magistrate, undér Section 818 of Criminal Procedure Code, to be in posseasion. 
Subsequently,,B got a certificate under Act XX VIL of 1860, and applied to the Magis- 
trate for possession, which waa given to him, 

Held, that the Magistrate’s order giving possession to B was irregular, and 
must be set aside. 


Tars case was brought before High Court by the Judge of 
Cuttack in the following letter of Reference :— 

Under section 434, Act XXV. of 1861, and Circular Order 

of the High Court, dated 15th July 1863, 

Case No. 32 of 1868. No. 18, I herewith transmit the record of 
a iiaa Giri the case, noted in the margin, to be laid 
Goswami. before the High Court, with the following . 

report :— : 

There was a dispute between two parties, Dhanraj Giri and 
Sripati Giri, about possession of a certain muth and its appur- 
tenances. Dhanraj Giri was found to be in possession by the Joint 
Magistrate Mr. Barton, and was ordered to retain the property 
under section 318, Code of Criminal Procedure. Subsequently, 


* Reference to the High Court, under Section 434 of the Code of Criminal Pro- 
cedure, from the Sessions Judge of Cuttack. 
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___1869 _ on the other claimant, Sripati, obtaining a certificate under Act 

EZS XXVII. of 1860, the Officiating Joint Magistrate, Mr. Boxwell, 

Gat Goswaat made over possession of the property to him; and against this 
Seear Gra order Dhanraj Giri appeals. 

The order passed by the Officiating Joint Magistrate appears to 
me to be illegal for the following reasons :—The possession of 
the property in question was found by the late Joint Magistrate 
to be with Dhanraj Giri; and under section 318 of Act XXV. of 
1861, he was kept in possession. The present Joint Magistrate 
would not legally interfere with that possession, and nothing, 
except a decree of the Civil Court, can oust the party put in 
possession under the former order. I am clearly of opinion that 
a certificate under Act XXVII. of 1860, does not amount toa 
decree, and is not sufficient to warrant possession of property 

« being made over, under such circumstances as appears in this 
case. As I think that the order passed is illegal, I beg to refer 
the case for the consideration of the Court. 


Judgment of the High Court.—The order of Mr. Boxwell 
appears irregular. In the first place the grant of the certificate 
under Act XX VIL of 1860, does not decide the title to the land; 
and if it did, an order of the Civil Court must be executed by 
that Court, and not by the Magistrate. 

Mr. Boxwell appears to haye been misled by Mr. Barton’s 
order, which was also irregular. Mr. Barton should have declined 
to interfere, except to keep the peace, and left the parties to apply . 
to the Judge under the provisions of Act XIX. of 1841 to 
appoint a curator, or make some order with regard to the property, 
till the right of succession should be determined. The question 
which was not of a disputed possession, but of a right of succes- 
sion, could not be properly dealt with under section 318 of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure. We quash Mr. Boxwell’s order. . 
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Before Mr. Justice Phear. 
SRIMATI JAYKALI DEBI v. SHIBNATH CHATTERJEE. 
Bindu Execntor— Probate. 


1866 
July 4. 


Government Promissory Notes belonging to the estate of a deceased Hindu were 
endorsed over, without consideration, by A (who had taken ont probate of a forged 
Will, and was acting under the same as exccutor) to B, who received the samo bond 
Jide, bat without dne inquiry; and on obtaining a renewal of the same, endorsed the 
renewed Paper buck to A, for the purpose of enabling him to raise money thereon, 
belicviug that A hada right so to do. Held, that B was liable to account to the 
represeutatives of the deceased for the value of the said Promissory Notes as assets 
of the deceased come into his hands. : 

The property in the moveable estate of a deceased Hindu does not pass to his 
executor, as such. 


- Tas suit was brought by Jaykali Debi, as widow and heiress 
of one Ramgopal Banerjee, late a Hindu inhabitant of Calcutta, 
against Shibnath Chatterjee, Madhusudan Banerjee, Jadunath 
Chatterjee, and Biswanath Haldar, for an account as against 
Shibnath Chatterjee, of the estate of the deceased Ramgopal 
Banerjee, and for a declaration that the other defendants (who 
were charged with receiving portions of the estate in fraudulent 
collusion with the first defendant) were trustees for the plaintiff 
of such portions of the estate of the deceased as had come into 
their hands respectively. The suit was withdrawn as against 
Biswanath Haldar, with liberty to bring a fresh suit. 
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Tt appeared on the TE Shibnath Chatterjee, after the 


Srat Jaz- death of the testator, set up, in combination with Madhusudan 


KALI DgBI 
v. 

SHIBNATH 
COHATTERJEB. 


Banerjee, a forged document, purporting to be the last Will 
of the said Ramgopal Banerjee, ‘and obtained probate of the 
same in 1860, shortly after the death of Ramgopal, and acted’ as 
executor under the same until it was sct aside by a decree of 
Mr. Justice Phear, on the Testamentary and Intestate side of 
the High Court, on the 7th February 1866. 

The defendant, Shibnath Chatterjee, while acting as executor, 
endorsed over certain Government Promissory Notes to the 
defendant, Jadunath Chatterjee, his cousin, (then a young man 
under 20 years of age), and desired him to procure new Notes 
from the Government Treasury in his own name and re-indorse 
the same to the said Shibnath Chatterjee, and the said Shibnath 
Chatterjee alleged, asa reason for this proceeding, that he had 
occasion to raise money on the said Promissory Notes, but that 
the Bank of Bengal would not advance money upon his 
indorsement as executor. 

Two pieces of Government Paper which had formed part of 
the estate of the deceased, had been handed into Court by 
Madhusudan, and other papers handed into Court were identified 
as having also formed part of the estate of deceased. 


Mr. Woodroffe for the plaintiff. 
Mr. Lowe for the defendant, Madhusudan Banerjee. 
Mr. Graham for Jadunath Chatterjee. 


The judgment of the Court was as follows: 


PHEAR, J.—This suit is the natural sequel to that which was 
brought before me a few months ago on the Ecclesiastical side 


‘of this Court, and during the course of the present trial I have 


seen very much to assure me of the correctness of the conclu- 
sion to which the Court then arrived, namely, that the~ Wil 
propounded by Shibnath Chatterjee as the Will of his father- 


‘in-law, Ramgopal Banerjee, was notin fact his Will. It is 


conceded that under the judgment then given, standing, as it 
does, unreversed, Shibnath Chatterjee is bound to account to the 
plaintiff for all the assets of Ramgopal which came to his hands 


15 Feb,1 
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The usual decree will, therefore, be made against him with the 1866 
declaration that all the Government Paper which has been Sxnramt Jar- 


: z R KALI DEBI 
marked in Court, did form part of the intestate’s estate in Shib- v. 
nath’s hands, R oia , 


It follows, as a matter of course, that Madhusudan must be 
made responsible for the two pieces of Paper endorsed to him 
by Shibnath, as executor of the alleged Will. He put himself 
forward as having been a witness to the publication of that 
Will by Ramgopal, and by his false testimony in Court, and his 
signature on the document, supported Shibnath’s (for a time 
successful) fraud. Itis not necessary to determine the exact 
point of time when he first became implicated in the transaction. 
Probably he was so at the earliest period, if he was not the 

* actual originator of the scheme. At any rate, he cannot be 
allowed to draw advantage from the character conferréd on 
Shibnath by the revoked probate while it remained in force, because 
he himself was an active party in obtaining that probate from 
the Court by fraud and. deceit. But, further, I disbelieve the 
account which he gives of the mode in which he became posses- 
sed of the two pieces of Paper, and I do not doubt that they 
form part of the plunder of Ramgopal’s estate which fell to his 
share in consideration of the all important aid afforded by him 
towards setting up the pretended Will. It must be declared that 
those two pieces of Paper formed part of Ramgopal’s estate in 
Madhusudan’s hands, and he must account for them at their 
then value with the interest borne by them, and for all pre- 
miums or bonuses which may have been derived by the sale 
of them or otherwise. 

As to the case of Jadunath Chatterjee, I have felt consider- 
able doubt. He gave his evidence in the witness box in a very 
trustworthy manner, and I accept his story as true. According 
to his representations the part which he took in the dealings 
with the intestate’s estate was entirely free from any dishonest 
intention. He was at the time a young man not 20 years of 
age, and but lately come from School or College. He was also 
a near relation of Shibnath’s, possessing implicit faith in the 
latter’s integrity and ability in business matters, and probably 
I might add a becoming consciousness of his own inexperience. 
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1866 In this situation Shibnath came to him, and stated that he wanted 
Sammars Jax-money 10 meet the necessary expenses for the management of 
ajs ci the deceased’s estate, and that he had tried to obtain it from the 
E Bank of Bengal on deposit of Company’s Paper belonging to 
Ramgopal, but that the Bank would not accept an executor’s 
endorsement. Under these circumstances, Shibnath proposed to 
endorse the paper to Jadunath, with the view to Jadunath’s 
obtaining a renewal of it in his own name and then endorsing 
the renewed Paper back to Shibnath. In this way he, Shibnath, 
would obtain Paper of value equal to that of the original, dis- 
embarrassed of any special title, which he could deal with, 
independently of his representative character. Jadunath without 
hesitation or suspicion acceded to his cousin’s proposition, Shib- 
nath obtained the clean Paper, and I need hardly add, as soon. e 
as he obtained it, applied it to his own purposes, and thus fraudu-~ 
lently wasted the estate to an enormous extent. Jadunath’s 
part in the transaction appears then to amount to this, With full 
knowledge of the trust, he enabled Shibnath to convey to strangers 
without notice. This being so, to whatever extent, notice of 
the trust could have operated to protect the estate, to that extent 
I must hold Jadunath. responsible for the waste which has . 
ensued. 
Here the question presents itself, would notice of the trust 
have affected strangers taking under-it,? In other words, could a 
stranger take Government Paper under endorsement from a 
Hindu executor of the last endorsee as such, without enquiring 
into the executor’s power of dealing with it? I suppose it is 
now vlear that probate does not confer, upon the executor of a 
Hindu Will, any personal rights of property analogous in any 
R way toan English estate or interest. The Will gives him just 
_ `` such powers of dealing with the property comprehended in it, 
as its words express, and no more. Beyond the scope of the 
Will, and so far as he is not constructively restricted by 
its directions, it may be that he has the powers which are 
implied in the bare authority of a manager during minority ; 
but these are all he can claim. At any rate, this doctrine 
seems to have been laid down with regard to immoveable 
property’ in“ the case of Sreemutty Dossee y. Tarachurn 
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Coondoo Chowdry (1), by which I readily admit myself bound to 


1868 


be guided. It follows that a stranger would not be allowed with Snumami Jar- 


impunity to take immoveable property from an executor, unless he 
could show that he had previously satisfied himself by reasonable 
enquiry thatthe alienation was justified either by the directions to 
be found in the Will or by the exigencies of the estate (see Honoo- 
man Prasad Panday v. Mussamut Babooee Manraj Kunwaree) (2). 
Now, I apprehend that moveable property is, without doubt, 
according to Hindu law, in the same predicament as immoveable 
property. Unless then Government Paper stands in some excep- 
tional position, I must say that Jadunath (innocent as I consider 
him to have been in intention) took the paper with the executor’s 
trust upon it, and although in one sense he did not waste the 
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property himself, yet having become responsible for the due ` 


administration of so much of it as passed through his hands, he 
must answer for the waste which by his re-conveyance to 
Shibnath he enabled the latter to effect, unless he can show that he 
was deceived into supposing that Shibnath was acting within 
his powers. And if any distinction exists in favor of Govern- 
ment Paper, it must rest upon some principle which will lead a 
Court of Equity to refrain from enforcing a trust, rather than 
that any impediment should be placed in the way of the free 
transfer from hand to hand of this particular form of proprie- 
tary right. Such would be the case, probably, if it de fucto 
formed part of the currency of the country. But it does not, 
in any sense, occupy this position, and I am not aware of any 
reason which would cause a Court of Equity to treat Govern- 
ment Paper, as it is commonly termed, differently from private 
Promissory Notes passing by endorsement. The contract 
which is expressed on the face of the two documents respectively, 
is the same in each, and the benefit of it is assignable in. like 
manner in both instances. I am unable to detect any special 
equity as attaching to the bare fact that the Governor General 
in Council is the promisor. Now obviously the benefit of a con- 
tract which is to be rendered in money, is strictly property, and 


(1) Bourke, Pt. VIA., 48. (2) 6 Moore, L À., 393, 
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-I can discover no reason resting on the nature of the subject, 
why an executor should have the power of conveying pro- 
perty of this kind away from the estate when he would be 
powerless to give a good title in respect of any other. I con- 
ceive then that the restrictions on a Hindu executor’s power 
of alienating the testator’s property laid down in Sreemutty 
Dasi v. Taracharan Coondoo Chowdry (1), apply to his power 
of assigning away any contract; and, therefore, as a particular 
case to his power of passing by endorsement a Bill of Exchange 
or Promissory Note; and I must, therefore, treat Jadunath as at 
least bound to assure himself that Shibnath was justified in 
realizing so much of the Government Paper as he took part 
in converting into money. Now, Jadunath admits that he made 
no enquiry whatever on this point. Doubtless, had he done 
so bond fide, and been misled by Shibnath’s representations and 
by anything that appeared in the pretended Will, he might 
have been exonerated in a Court of Equity from liability for 
the constructive trust; or again, even in the absence of enquiry 
on his part, had Shibnath, in fact, possessed rightful authority 
to deal, as he did, with the Paper, there would have been no 
residual liability which could attach to Jadunath, notwithstand- 
ing his imprudent want of caution in the mode in which he 
implicated himself in the trust. But neither of these circum- 
statices occurred. The supposed Will was only so much waste 
paper, and the powers, slight as they weré, which it purports 
to confer on Shibnath, were absolutely worthless. It is not 
contended that outside the Will, Shibnath had any justification 
for selling the large amount of Paper which Jadunath took 
from him. In truth, it must be admitted, that whether the Will 
stood or not, Sbibnath’s act, to which Jadunath was privy, was one 
of pure waste ; and as I have already said, Jadunath is under the 
circumstances ‘unable to claim the protection which a reasonable 
enquiry might possibly have obtained for him. On the whole, 
then, I find myself obliged, however reluctantly, to declare that 


allthe Government Paper endorsed by Shibnath to Jadunath was 


(1) Bourke, Pt, VIL, 48. 
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in the hands of the latter, assets of the deceased for which he must 
account, and which he is liable to make good to the estate (1). 


‘Attorneys for the plaintiff: Messrs. Owen & Bonnerjee. 
Attorneys for Shibnath Chatterjee: Messrs. Beeby § Rutter. 
Attorneys for Jadunath Chatterjee: Messrs. Swinhoe, Law, & Co. 
Attorneys for Madhusudan Banerjee: Messrs. Carruthers & Co. 





Before Mr. Justice Markby. 
SHEIKH FAIZULLA v. RAMKAMATL MITTER. 
Principal and Agent—Liability of Banian— Custom. 

There is a presumption in Calcutta that where a vendor of goods deals with a 
banian of an European firm, gué banian, he can only look to the banian for the 
Lice, 
$ Palram and Bydonath v. Paterson (2), and Grant, Smith, & Co. v. Jugobandu 
Shaw (3) followed. ` 

THIS was a suit to recover the sum of Rs. 1,894-8, being the 
balance of the price of certain goods which the plaintiff alleged 
had been sold and delivered by him to two of the defendants. 

The plaintiff was a dealer in hides, cayrying on business in 
Calcutta. The defendant, Ramkamal Mitter, carried on business 
in Calcutta, as a trader and banian, and the other defendants 
were the members of the firm of D. McMurphy and Co., also 
carrying on business in Calcutta, as merchants and agents. 

The defendants, Messrs. McMurphy, in their written statement, 
denied that there was any privity of contract between them 
and the plaintif. They alleged that at the time the alleged 
transaction teok place, Ramkemal Mitter was their banian ; 
and that he bought the goods, as such; that they never autho- 
rized Ramkamal Mitter to pledge their credit for any goods 


(1) From this decision the defend- the Government Security in his own 


ant, Jadunath Chatterjee, appealed on 
two grounds : 

let—That the judgment was orro- 
neous, inasmuch as neither fraud nor 
breach of trust was proved ngainst him, 
but the Court in effect found that he 
had acted bond fide. 

Qnd.—That the Court was in error 
in holding that the appellant had assisted 
the said Shibnath Chatterjee to effect a 
breach of trast which could not have 
been effected without a transfer of the 
nature described in the evidence, and 
that without s transfer and a renewal of 


(3) Bourke, Pt. VIL, 17. 


name, the satd Shibnath Chatterjeo could 
not have effected the breach of trust in 
question. Whereas the said Shibnath 
Chatterjee could, as executor, have 
obtained a renewal of the Government 
Security in Ins own name, or could, ag 
executor, have made a good title toa 
purchaser. 

On the 28th September 1866, the 
appeal was dismissed with costs, and the 
decree of the Comt below affirmed. 

(2) 2 Boulnois, 203, 
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or to buy any in their name; ‘that they -paid “the price of the 
goods purchased by their banian to him, and that they dealt 
with him alone in respect thereof. 

The evidence sufficiently appears in the judgment. 

Mr. Jackson for the plaintiff. 


Mr. Woodroffe for the defendants, Messrs. McMurphy & Co. 
The defendant, Ramkamal Mitter, did not appear. 


Marxpsy, J.—On behalf of the members of the firm of 
McMurphy & Co., no question has been raised as to the value of the 
goods. The only question raised is, whether or not they are liable 
for the price of them. These two defendants are European mer- 
chants, and part of their business consisted in shipping hides to 
England. The course of business seems to have been that the 
firm, when in want of hides for shipment, gave ‘directions to 
Ramkamal Mitter, and he went and purchased goods subject 
to inspection and approval by the firm, both as regards quality 
and price; and Ramkaumal Mitter was ‘entitled to receive from 
the firm a certain fixed sum, ‘beyond the price, as his profit on 
the transaction. As to this being the course of business, there 


. is no dispute. After the hides had been inspected and approved 


of by one of the firm, they were sent to the screw-house, 
and then shipped to England. It cannot be denied, that under 
ordinary circumstances, accotding to law, McMurphy and Co. 
would be liable, as vendees of the hides, whether their name 
had been used in the transaction by Ramkamal Mitter or: 


_not, for aman who purchases goods by an agent is liable for 


the -priée of them. But the defence is that in this case it is 
not so, owing to a particular custom in Calcutta, that when 
the agent is the banian of a European firm, the banian, and 
thé banian alone, is liable to the vendors. And it is contended, 
that in this case the dealing between Ramkamal Mitter and 
McMurphy and Co. put him in the position of a banian with 
respect to that firm, and that, therefore, he aloneis liable. If, as 
is contended, the‘custom exists, there can be no doubt as to the 
soundness of the argument. Where a custom exists among a well- 
defined and recognized class of persons, all contracts made by them 
are to be construed exactly as if that custom had been agreed to in 
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express terms in making the contract. That the custom does 
exist, that when a sale is made to a person occupying the position 
of a banian, the banian alone is liable, seems to me to be 
decided by authority which I ought not now to oppose. [Paliram 
and Bydonath v. Paterson (1) and Grant, Smith, and Co. v. 
Jugobandu Shaw (2) ]. I consider I am bound in this case to 
start with the proposition that where a man deals with a banidn, 
gua banian, the principal does not incur any liability whatever. 
That this was so, under ordinary circumstances, was indeed 
admitted by the plaintiff's counsel, but it was denied that Ram- 
kamal Mitter was a banian. I think, however, that he was. 
The plaintiff and the broker, who made the bargain, both call 
him a banian; therefore gn their evidence alone, if nothing 
further had transpired, I should have been bound to hold 
that being called a banian, he must be considered as such; 
-and that, on the authority of the cases to which I have referred, 
the custom applied. The custom, among the class of persons 
who observe it, would not have been recognized by the Court 
as one of which it would take judicial notice, unless that class 
of persons had been considered as certain and well-defined; 
and, therefore, when a man is called a banian, I am primé facie 
bound to consider that he is in the ordinary position of persons 
so called. Mr. Woodroffe was, however, willing to show the 
exact relation between the parties, and wished to put in the 
document creating that relation. This was objected to by the 
plaintiff, on the ground that the private arrangement hetween 


1868 


Susmo 
EAIZULTA 
v 
RANKAMAL 
MITTER. 


the defendants and their servant could not affect him. Mr. ’ 


Woodroffe then went on to show in what way the defendants 
had dealt. with Ramkamal Mitter, the plaintif stil objecting. 


I thought the evidence admissible, though I thought that the 


defendants were not bound to give it. There is nothing, how- . 


ever, in it which removes Ramkamal Mitter from the position 
of an ordinary banian. The evidence leaves him in that position. 
There is no doubt a great deal in the position of a banian 
which distinguishes him from a vendor, and it would be too 
much to say the firm and the banian were in the relation 
of vendor and vendee. I can look on the relation of the firm 
and the banian as no other than one of the forms of the 
relation of principal and agent, but the very gist of the argu- 
ment is, that this is an exceptional case, and that the ordinary 


principles of law arising out of that relation do not apply- 
(1) 2 Boulnois, 203. ' - (2) Bourke, Pt. VIL, 17. 
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On the whole, assuming, as I consider I am bound to do, that the 
custom exists, I think the first question must be answered in 
favor of McMurphy and Co., that Ramkamal Mitter was 
a banian, and that the liability is his alone. 

The other part of the case is still, however, left perfectly open. 
Although the plaintiff may not be able to say that Ramkamal 
Mitter was not a banian, and that he did not deal with him as a 
banian, yet he can say that he refused to make a bargain on any 
such terms as that the contract should be considered as made 
with Ramkamal Mitter, as a banian, and he may show that he 
insisted on having both the security of the European firm and of 
Ramkamal Mitter. There is nothing to prevent him from doing 
this. Itis a question of fact what the conditions and terms were. 
What the plaintiff may have intended to do, and what security 
be may have intended to obtain, I am not called on to decide. 
There being this peculiar presumption in Calcutta, that the seller 


` can look to the banian for his price, and to the banian alone, 


and it being shown that the plaintiff was dealing with a banian, 
it lies on him to show that the employers of the banian have 
consented to take on them a liability which, in ordinary cases, 
would not arise. The nature of a banián’s business precludes 
him from having any general authority to pledge the credit of his 
principal. The plaintiff must then show either that the defendants 
consented to pledge their credit, or that they consented to take the 
liability on them. This the plaintiff has, in my opinion, failed to 
do. The fact that one of the defendants inspected the goods, is 
quite consistent with the employment of Ramkamal Mitter as 
a banian, and all their subsequent conduct, as stated by them- 
selves, is consistent with the same position, An attempt has 
indeed been made by the plaintiff to prove that the defendants 
admitted their liability, and upon this point there is a considerable 
conflict of evidence. I am not satisfied of this; on the contrary 
I believe the denial of the two defendants that they did more 
than refer the plaintiff, and those who applied on his behalf, to 
the banian for payment; and that they made some endeavour 
to induce the banian to fulfil his duty as an honest man, 
and pay over the Ronee the money which he received from 
themselves. 


Attorney for the plaintiff: Mr. Gillanders. + 
‘Attorney for the defendants: Mr. G. J. Oliver. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, C. J., and Mr. Justice Markby. 
KUMARA ASIMA KRISHNA DEB (Aprgunant) v. KUMARA 
KUMARA KRISHNA DEB, (Responpent.*) 

Hindu Will—Trusts—Perpetuity. 

A Hinda, by will, attempted to create a trust for the accumulation, for 99 years, of 
the surplus income (after certain yearly payments) of his estate, in the purchase of 
xemindaries, &c , from time to time ; and empowered his trustees to continue such 
trust after the expiration of the 99 years’ term. The will contained no disposition 
of the beneficial interest in the zemindaries so to be purchased. Held, that such 
tiust was void. 

Semble.—Perpetuity (save in the case of religions and charitable endowments) is 
not sanctioned by Hindu law. 

Goberdhone Bysak v. Sham Chand Bysak (1) explained. 

Rasa APURVA Krisana BAHADUR died onthe 14th May 1867, 
leaving him surviving two sons, Kumar Kumara Krishna and Ku- 
mar Upendra Krishna, and a grandson, Kumar Asima Krishna, 
the son of the said Upendra Krishna, and having made his last 
will and testament as follows: 

This is the last will and testament of me, Raja Apurva 
Krishna Bahadur, of Sobha Bazar, in the town of Calcutta, 
zemindar. I give, devise, and bequeath the whole of my real and 
personal property, both hereditary and self-acquired, upon the 
trusts hereinafter declared, unto Baboo Gopal Lal Tagore of 
Pathuriaghata, Calcutta, Alfred Thomas Osmond of Calcutta, a 
member of the firm of Messieurs Mackintosh, Burn, and Company, 
architects and builders, and Baboo Nabinkrishna Bose of Calcutta, 
my eldest son-in-law, whom I hereby appoint executors to this 
my last will and testament, S 

First.—I direct that all the assets of my estate, whether on 
account of leases in my name or benami or any others, shall be 


realized within a year from the date of my decease and credited - 


to my estate; and that all my just debts and testamentary and 
other expenses shall be duly paid within a year from the date of 
my decease out of my estate, and also the four several legacies 
next hereinafter recited, that is to say, to Bindubasini, the wife 
of Kumara Kumara Krishna Bahadur, the sum of rupees one 
hundred; to Sura Kumari, the wife of Kumara Upendra 
Krishna Bahadur, the sum of rupees one hundred; to Krishna 


. Prana, the daughter of Kumara Kumara Krishna Bahadur 


the sum of rupees five hundred; and to Krishna, daughter of 
(1) Bourke, 282. 
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1868 Kumara Upendra Krishna Bahadur, the sum of rupees five 
Kouara hundred; and that, after the expiration of the said year, my said 
Anin Kara =- executors shall make over all my estate, real and personal, to 
Kunin, Charles Swinton Hogg, the official trustee of Bengal, to be held 
Eonia by him and his successors upon the trusts hereinafter declared 
Des. côncerning the same, until my grandson, Kumara A'sima Krishna 


Bahadur, arrives at the age of twenty-one years, or, in case of his 
death, until such other person as is hereinafter appointed to be 
the trustee of my estate, shall have arrived at the age of twenty- 
one years. f 
Second.—My eldest son, Kumara Kumara Krishna Bahadur, 
shall receive rupees one hundred per month from the date of my 
decease, and my youngest son, Kumara Upendra Krishna 
Bahadur, in like manner, shall receive rupees'one hundred 
per month, for their respective maintenance, for the period of their 
natural lives; such payments to be made out of the allowance 
received by me monthly from the Accountant General of the 
High Court, for my maintenance out of the estate of my father 


` Maharaja Rajkrishna Bahadur, deceased, in the cause Krishna 


Chandra Ghose, &c., versus Krishna Sakha Ghose, &c., and the 
other causes, pursuant to the order of the Court of Judicature at 
Fort William in Bengal, bearing date the seventeenth day of 
February, one thousand eight hundred and forty. 

Third.—My eldest wife, Rani Ichamayi, shall receive, out of 

my said maintenance allowance in the aforesaid causes, rupees (40) 
forty per month, from the date of my decease, for her mainte- 
nance and support for her natural life, that is in lieu of rupees 
eighty per month which she is enjoying, as her maintenance allow- 
ance per month during my hfe-time, as decreed by the High 
Court on twenty-first April, one thousand eight hundred and sixty 
five; she shall also receive rupees (1,000) one thousand now stand- 
ing to her credit in my khata book for which she had been 
allowed interest, before she sued me in the High Court, but in 
respect of which she is no longer allowed interest; but in the 
event of her predeceasing me, then and in that case, this last- 
mentioned sum of rupees one thousand shall go to, and form part 
of, residuary personal estate. 


Fourth.—My eldest wife, Rani Avayasundari, shall receive, out 


of my maintenance allowance in the aforesaid causes, rupees (40) 


saw REPORTS, 


Kar., 1809. 
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forty per month, from the date of my demise, for her mainte- 
nance and support, for her natural life ; she shall also receive rupees 
four thousand and five hundred, now standing to her credit in my 
khata books, together with any arrears of interest that may be 
due to her at the rate of four per cent. per mensem, but in the 
event of her predeceasing me, then in that case I direct that the 
said rupees four thousand and five hundred shall, with all interest 
which shall have accumulated thereon, be divided into two equal 
moieties, and one moiety be paid to Kumara Upendra Krishna 
Bahadur, the son of the said Rani Avayasundari, or in the 
event of his death to his male issue, and the other moiety be 
equally divided between her three daughters, Krishna Priya, 
Krishna Kumadini, and Krishna Nitambini, and their male issue. 

Fifth.—My mother shall receive rupees (20) twenty per month 
for her own use and benefit, from the date of my decease during 
the term of her natural Jife, from my maintenance allowance in 
the aforesaid causes. , 

Sizth.—My grandson, Kumara Asima Krishna Bahadur, shall 
receive, from the date of my decease, out of my maintenance 
allowance in the aforesaid causes, the sum of ruipees (50) fifty per 
month, for his maintenance and support, to be paid to his mother 
and Kumara Upendra Krishna, his father, as his guardians, 
until he arrives at the age of twenty-one years, and from and 
after his attaining that age, then the said rupees 50 a month shall be 
increased to rupees 100 a month in accordance with the directions 
hereinafter contained in the twentieth paragraph. 

Seventh.—The maintenance allowance of sicca rupees (350) 
three hundred ‘and fifty, or rupees (373-5-%) three hundred 
seventy-three, five annas, and four pie, shall, in accordance with 
the direction hereinbefore contained, be divided amongst parties 
respectively, as hereinbefore mentioned as follows :— . 


Kumara Kumara Krishna Bahadur «. Co.'s Ra, 100 
Kumara Upendra Krishna Bahadur as 7 100 
Rani Ichamayi sak X 7 40 
Rani Avayasundari six _ » . 40 
Mother Chota Rani ais is 7 20 


Kumara Asima Krishna Bahadur... 50 





' Total, Co.'s Rs. .., 850 
Three hundred aud fifty rupees only. —— 


. : 4—E° 
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1868 The difference between sicca and Company’s rupees of the above 
Komana amount, that is Rs. 23-5-4 (twenty-three rupees, five annas, 
Apare inni 4 pie) sball be credited to my residuary personal estate. 


: Eighth.—With respect to my said father’s estate, if that estate 


Kowana hereafter be divided, and the allowance I now receive from the 

Des. Court be discontinued, the above six several payments shall be 

made out of my residuary personal estate; but in case the allow- 

ance for maintenance be increased by the Court, then in that 

case the excess over the sicca Rs, 350 (three hundred and fifty 

sicca rupees) per month shall be added to, and form part of, my 
residuary personal estate. i 

Ninth.— With respect to my share of any income over and 
above the monthly allowance for maintenance received from the 
estate of my father now being in Court, and whether received in 
cash or Company’s Paper or in any other way, such share shall 
go to, and form part of, my residuary personal estate; and with 
respect to any sums falling to my share after my decease, either 
out of the proceeds of the sale of Government Securities, or as 
profits, or by mere apportionment of those securities, without such 
sale, deposited with the Court for the maintenance of my mother 
and my step mothers, such sums shall go to, and form part of, my 
tesiduary personal estate. 

Tenth.—I give to my eldest daughter, Krishna Priya, the inter- 
est on Company’s rupees (5,000) five thousand, to be invested in 
Government Securities, for her natural life, for her use and 
benefit; and after her death the principal to be divided among 
her sons (if more than one) in equal shares, or to her son if only 
one, or to her grandsons, great grandsons in the male line, but in 
case she shall leave no sons or grandsons or great grandsons in 
the male line at the time of her death, the said sum of rupees five 
thousand shall then go to, and form part of, my residuary personal 
estate. On the occasion of the birth of her son Nabin Krishna 
Bose, I made him a present of Company’s rupees five hundred, 
which sum is still standing in my khata-book as a credit in the 
name of his mother, and I have been allowing his mother interest 
thereon at 4 per cent. per annum. On my death, this sum shall 
be invested in Government Securities, and the interest thereof, 

' together with all arrears accrued thereon during my life-time 


` 
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and up to the time of such investment, shall be paid to my first 1868 
daughter, Krishna Priya, until her said son shall attain the age of ` Kuvana 
sixteen years, when the principal shall be made over to him for pe at 
his own use and benefit. Should he die before attaining that age, : 


KUARA 
that sum shall be divided among his brothers, and, in default of Kumvea 


brothers, among his sisters, and in default of sisters, then it shall Karuna 
go to, and form part of, my residuary personal estate. 

Eleventh.—I give to my second daughter, Krishna Kumadini, 
the interest on Company’s rupees five thousand, to be invested 
in Government Securities for her natural life, for her use and 
benefit, and after her death the principal to be divided among 
her sons, grandsons, or great grandsons in the male line, in all 
respects, as in the manner directed in the preceding paragraph 

e for my first daughter. 

Twelfth.— For the expenses of the marriage of my third and 
youngest daughter, Krishna Nitambini, she shall receive Com- 
pany’s rupees two thousand; should I, however, give her in 
marriage in my life-time, then the said sum of rupees two thou- 
sand shall not be paidtoher. Further, I give to her the interest 
on the sum of Company’s rupees five thousand, to be invested in 
Government Securities, for her natural life, and after her death the 
principal shall be divided among her sons, or grandsons, or great 
grandsons in the male line, in all respects as in the manner direct- 
ed in the next but one preceding paragraph for my first daughter. 

Thirteenth.—I direct that the sum of Company’s rupees four 
thousand be laid out for the performance of the ceremony called 
Tula, to be performed by my mother, when she'pleases, should 
the same not be performed in my life-time ; and also that the sum 
of Company’s rupees six thousand be laid out for the expense of 
her Adya, or first srad, Company’s rupees five thousand of 
which shall be spent, in the manner Hindus generally perform 
srads of this description, and Company’s rupees one thousand 
shall be paid by way of charity in her name as mother of Raja 
Apurva Krishna. Bahadur to the Trustees of the District Chari- 
table Society, to beinvested by them in Company’s Paper, and 
the interest thereof to be distributed among the poor, according 
to the rules of that Society. I entrusted my eldest son-in-law, 
Baboo Nabin Krishna Bose, with the management of this srad, 
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1868 which shall be performed by my sons, Kumara Kumara Krishna 
Komara and Kumara Upendra Krishna, or the survivor of them, jointly ` 
Na Daes With the son or sons of Kumara Upendra Krishna, or in case 
Kuara both of my sons die, then the son or sons of Kumara Upendra 
Komara Krishna will perform it, In the event of Kumara Asima Krishna 

DEB. and his brother’s death, the ceremony will devolve on their son or 
sons. i 
Fourteenth.—It is my further will and desire that Comparny’s 
rupees five thousand shall be paid to Kumara Upendra Krishna 
from my estate, for the expenses of marriage of his son Kumara 
-Asima Krishna, when he will attain fifteen or sixteen years of age, 
should I not celebrate his marriage during my life-time. 
Fifteenth.—The expenses for the performance of my first or 
Adyasrad, Company’s rupees five thousand shall be paid out of e 
my estate, to my eldest son-in-law, Baboo Nabin Krishna Bose, 
to whom the expenditure and management thereof- shall alone be 
entrusted; but the religious duties of which will be performed by 
my eldest son Kumara Kumara Krishna, and my youngest son 
Kumara Upendra Krishna. Should eithér of my sons die, the 
ceremony will be performed by my surviving son and Kumara 
Asima Krishna. If both die, then the srad will be performed by 
Kumara Asima Krishna, or his brothers, if there be one. 
Sixteenth.— With respect to the sum now allowed, out of the 
estate of my late father, Maharaja Raj Krishna Bahadur, or by 
the Court, to myself, and by my brothers and others in the cause 
Krishna Chandra Ghose, &c.,vs. Krishna Sakha Ghose, &.,and the 
other causes, pursuant to the order of the Court of Judicature at 
Fort William in Bengal, bearing date the 3rd December 1851; 
my share whereof is Company’s rupees nine hundred and forty- 
nine, thirteen annas and two pie, and for srad Company’s rupees 
sixty-nine, annassix,andtwopie,making together Company’ 8 rupees 
one thousand and nineteen, annas three, pie four, sicca rupees 
nine hundred and fifty-five, annas eight, and pies two, for religious 
ceremonies, &c., Baboo Nabin Krishna Bose, my eldest son-in-law, 
shall receive the money allowed to me, and shall expend the same 
for the purposes for which it is allowed, until Kumara Asima 
Krishna attains the age of 21 years; and when Kumara Asima 
Krishna shall have attained the age of 21 years, then he shall 
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receive the said sum during his life-time, and after his death his 
successor shall receive the sum, as hereafter mentioned; but the 
performing of srad, &c., shall be conducted by my sons and 
grandsons according to Hindu law and custom of my family. 
Should Nabin Krishna Bose or Kumara Asima Krishna or his 
successors disagree with my brothers or their heirs, then the said 
Nabin Krishna Bose or Asima Krishna, or his successors for the 
time being, shall be at liberty to perform the Durga Puja and 
srads, &c., separately. Should the whole of my father’s estate or at 
least that portion of it, namely the Zemindari Nata Gurea in the 
24-Pergunnas set apart for the worship of the family idol Gopinath 
and other idols, be divided, then Nabin Krishna Bose or Kumara 
Asima Krishna, or his successors, shall receive the income of my 
share of the property for the performance of the worship of the 
idol Gopinath, &¢., and perform my term of worship. 
Seventeenth.—My moveable and personal property, such as 
jewels, books, precious stones, gold and silver ornaments, pictures, 


except family portraits, plates, &c., house furnitures, horses, con-. 


veyances, &c., shawls, dresses, clothes, &c., of every description, 
shall be sold by public auction, and the proceeds of sale shall go 
and form part of my residuary personal estate, after deducting 
thereout the sum of Company’s rupees twenty-five thousand, which 
shall be invested in Government Securities so as to be held simply as 
a reserve fund to protect my zemindaries in the event of any default 
of payment of Government revenue and other Government de- 
mands. The amount so taken shall be reimbursed from the profits of 
my estate so as to leave the full sum of Company’s rupees twenty- 
five thousand in tact, and available on all such emergencies. 
Eighteenth.—With respect to all my real and immoveable 
property, whether self-acquired or ancestral, as well as my share of 
the real and immoveable property, belonging to the estate of my 
late father, now in the hands of the Receiver and Accountant 
General of the High Court, as also the Talook Kurumba, No. 
1168, in the Calcutta Pergunna, attached to the 24-Pergunnas, 
purchased by me in the name of my eldest son-in-law Baboo 
Nabin Krishna Bose; the Talook Pergunna Kismutgur and 
Rajpore, &c., in the zilla of 24~Pergunnas, No. 342, purchased 
in my own name; the eight-anna share of the malikana Chur 
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Jayanagar, situated in the district of Bhullowa ; and also an upper- 


15 Mar., 


roomed brick-built messuage, tenement, or dwelling house, and ® 


the out-offices and buildings thereof, together with the piece 
or parcel of land, &c., situate, lying, and being at, and numbered 
20, Nuncu Jemadar’s Lane, in the town of Calcutta, forming the 
share of Sibkrishna Banerjee and the late Tarakrishna Baner- 
jee in the residuary estate of Radhamadhab Banerjee, sold by 
the Administrator General of Bengal, under a decree of the 
High Court dated the 4th April 1864, by public auction, on the 
15th February 1865, which I purchased in my own name; a parcel 
of land, with appurtenances, out-offices, &c., situate, lying, and 
being at, and numbered 47, Kaliprasad Dutt’s Street, in the Town 
of Calcutta, purchased in my name by me; a brick-built house, 
with the piece or parcel of land, and situate, lying, and being 
at, and numbered 46-2, Kaliprasgd Dutt’s Street, in the Town 
of Calcutta, purchased by me in my own name; and my family 
dwelling-house, situate, lying and being at, and numbered 1, Raja 


-Nabakrishna’s Street in the Town of Calcutta, with adjoining lands 


_ &e., which I received as an 8th-share of the portion of my father’s 


dwelling-house, divided amongst myself and my co-sharers by the 
order of the Court, together with the additions and alterations 
made by me thereto, I hereby direct and declare that my execut- 
ors and also my heirs and the managers of my estate for the time 
being are strictly prohibited from mortgaging or selling the same, 
or any part thereof, for any purpose whatever, and are also strictly 
prohibited from mortgaging or selling any portion of such immove- 
able property as I may hereafter purchase or receive from my 
father’s estate. =. 4 
Nineteenth.—With respect to the profits accruing to my 
jmmoveable estate, I direct that, until Kumar Asima Krishna 
Bahadur attains the age of 21 years, they, as well as all my resi- 


duary personal estate not heretofore or hereinafter otherwise ` 


disposed of, shall be invested in Government Securities, with a 
view tothe purchase of zemindaries, lands and houses, whether 
the same be sold by order of the Court or by Government. 
Twentieth.—It should be distinctly understood that, as the 
Government revenue and other Government demands are less 


“than Company’s rupees 25,000 in the seventeenth paragraph here- 
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inbefore alluded to, Government Securities of that amount have 
been directed to be kept as a reserve fund, but as such demands 
will increase in proportion to the’ purchase of new zemindaries, 
&c., after or before my- demise, Government Securities should 
then be kept as a reserve fund to the full extent of one yéar’s 


_ amount of Government revenues and other demands. 


Twenty-first.—F urther, I direct that my two stars of diamond, 
&c., ribbon of the Knighthood of Spain, and medals received from 
the king of Prussia, &c., in fact all presents now or hereafter ta 
be received from the potentates of the east and west, together 
with firmans, royal edicts, shall be carefully preserved, and 
when Asima Krighna arrives at the age of 21 years, I direct 
‘that they shall be made over to him, but they shall never be 
sold or parted with under any circumstances by Kumara Asima 
“Krishna or his successors, but shall be prebceves a3 heirlooms in 
my family for ever. 

Twenty-second.—My youngst son, Kumara Upendra Krishna 
Bahadur, shall manage my household affairs after my demise, if 


Kumara Asima Krishna or .his successor shall not then have | 


attained the age of twenty-one years. But when Asima Krishna 
or, in the event of his demise, his successor attains the said age of 
21 years, then the whole of my estate, whether self-acquired or 
hereditary, shall be made over to him, and the official trustee 
shall be discharged. He will assume the office of trustee 


`of this my will, and continue to discharge the same during 


his life-time, agreeably with the trusts of this my will 
He will, also, assume the management of my household affairs 
during the term of his natural life. In taking the manage- 
ment of the household affairs in his hands, he will defray, out 
of the rents and proceeds thereof, all such family expenses and 


“such other disbursements as are hereinafter directed in this my 


will, and continue to do so during his life-time, agreeably to the 


* directions contained in this my will. His maintenance allowance 


from and after his attaining the age of 21 years, shall be not less 
than Company’s rupees 100 per month, to be paid out of the said 
Sicca rupees 350 a month allowance, received from the Account- 
ant General, in the above-mentioned causes, so far as the same 


will extend, and the balance (if any) shall be paid out of my 
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residuary estate until by reason of the death of ọne or more 


legatees interested in the said Company’s rupees 350 a month, the ` 


whole of thie said Company’s rupees 100 can be paid thereout. The 
said allowance of Company’s rupees one hundred a month shall 
thereafter go on increasing with any sum part of the said Com- 
pany’s rupees 350 a month allowance, which shall have, in 
accordance with any of the previous directions in this will con- 
tained, gone to and formed part of my residuary personal estate, 
whether such lapse shall happen before or after his attaining the 
age of 21 years; but his maintenance allowance shall on no 
account exceed Company’s rupees 350 per month. The rest of 
the profits accruing from my estate shall, as hereinafter directed, be 
applied to the purchase of zemindaries, &c., which zemindaries 
&c., shall not be sold or mortgaged on any account. 
Twenty-third— Kumara Asima Krishna will be succeeded 
in the office of trustee and manager by the next in age of his 


` brothers, if there be more than one, and by his brother, if one. 


The same rule of priority of age amongst his son or sons and the 
son or sons of his brother and brothers, without any preference 
being shewn for the sons of the-eldest, in fact amongst all the 
male heirs in succession and generation, as also the same condi- 
tions of maintenance, &c., will hold good for 99 years from the 
date of my demise, after which the then trustee and manager, 
or any one of his successors, shall have full power either to 
observe the conditions of the said will and renew the same, or to 
adopt others in their lieu. Should the-condition of this will be 
approved and renewed by the then trustee or manager, he shall 
not be required to take the consent of his co-sharers thereto, 
but in the event of his altering them, he must be guided by a 
majority of votes amongst the male descendants in the male line 
of my generation. It is, however, my express wish and direction’ 
that the trusts declared in this will should be perpetual if Hindu 
law permits, and no trustee and manager of my estate will 
have power to abrogate the provisions contained in this will 
respecting my estate. 

Twenty-fourth.—If any of the successors to my estate afore- 
said happens to be minor, the estate shall revert to the Official 
Trustee, for the time being, until such successor shall have attain- 
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ed the age of twenty-one years, and if any who shall be entitled 
to succeed to the management of my estate under the provisions 
of this will, be mad, insane, blind, or dumb, and totally deaf, 
or physically incapacitated in any manner for the management of 
my estate, then the next to him in succession shall become the 
manager and trustee, in which case he who is incapacitated shall 
receive rupees one hundred per month, out of the manager’s allow- 
ance, and his successors shall receive the balance. 

Twentyfifth—Vivery successor, trustee, and manager shall 
be required to file in Court, every six months, an account of his 
management of the estate, showing in detail the debts and credits, 
together with outstanding balances due from or to the estate, 
for the satisfaction of other male descendants in the male line. 
In the event of any mismanagement or loss of income to my 
estate, some time should be allowed, in the first instance, to make 
up the loss caused thereby, before any further purchase of zemin- 
daries takes place; but on the recurrence of such mismanagement 
frequently, the estate will be made over to the next in succession, 
if arrived at the age of twenty-one years, otherwise it should 
revert to the Official Trustee for the time being, until the next 
heir attains the age of twenty-one years. This provision, however, 
will not apply if the losses be caused by accidental circumstances, 
such as inundation, cyclone, &c. 

Twenty-sizth.—Should there be no ial descendants in the line 
of Asima, his brothér, and his descendants, at the death of Kumar 
Asima Krishna or others, the succession and management of my 
estate will devolve on the sons of my three daughters or their des- 
cendants, according to their seniority of rank and age. Those 
grandsons on the daughter’s side shall be succeeded by their 
descendants under the same conditions and with the same main- 
tenance allowance, as also with the same powers of management 
whatsoever which have been prescribed for the descendants of 
Kumar Asima Krishna and Asima’s brother or brothers. 

Twenty-seventh.—A maintenance allowance of rupees fifty per 
month should be allowed to the next in succession to Asima until 
he succeeds him, and this rule will apply to all male descendants 
of Kumar Asima Krishna and his brother or brothers, until each 


succeeds to the office of trustee and manager; the rest—that is, all 
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other male members of Asima and his brother or brother’s descen- ` 


dant—shall receive rupees twenty-five per month for their natural 
lives, until they, in their turn,,happen to become the next in 
succession. These rules will apply to the descendant of my 
daughter in male issue in the event of Asima and his brother 
or brother’s male line becoming extinct. The intended successors 
to my estate mentioned in this will, while under age of twenty- 
one years, shall receive their maintenances under the guardian- 


> ship of their parents, a sum of Company’s rupees one thousand, 


and shall be paid out of my general estate on each several 
occasion of the marriage of each one of the male descendants 
of my son Kumar Upendra Krishna in the male line to defray the 
expenses of, and concerning, each marringe ceremony. 

Twenty-eighth.—If the male line as aforesaid become extinct, 
the guardianship of the male descendants of my daughter’s sons 
or their descendants shall devolve on their parents. , 

Twenty-ninth.—Exxpenses incurred on account of additional 
buildings for want of sufficient accommodation or repairs shall be 
defrayed from my estate. 

Thirtieth.—It is my further will and desire that should any of 
my children, to whom I have bequeathed legacies under the 
conditions respectively imposed on them in this will, not be 
desirous of acting under the provisions of this will, he shall 


be paid out of my estate Company’s rupees one thousand, and 


shall go out of, and give up all claims to, and to quit my said 
family dwelling-house, and shall be excluded from the benefit of 
this my will; and I desire that my said family dwelling-house 
shall be occupied by my youngest son, Upendra. Krishna and 


his male descendants; if Kumar Upendra Krishna’s male descen- - 


dants become extinct, then my three daughters, their sons, and their 
descendants; but in so occupying, it should be distinctly observed 
that no male relative, servant, or out-sider- shall be allowed to 
enter the Zenana Mahal, or female apartments, of the said family 
dwelling-house, from the date of my demise; and that if any mem- 
ber of my family, as aforesaid, shall infringe this rule, he shall be 
turned out of my said family dwelling-house, and shall reside 
separately therefrom at his own expense. In witness whereof, I, 
Raja Apurva Krishna Bahadur, the above-named testator, have 
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_ to this my last will and testament contained in this and the eight 


preceding pages of parchment, set my hand, this twenty-seventh 
day of September in the year of Christ, one thousand eight hun- 
dred and sixty-five. 

Kumara Kumara Krishna, the eldest son of the testator, brought 
his suit against Nabin Krishna Bose, as sole acting executor 
under the said will, Charles Swinton Hogg, the official trustee 
of Bengal, and the said Upendra Krishna and Kumara Asima 
Krishna, then an infant, praying, “ that it might be declared that 
the plaintiff and the defendant Upendra Krishna Deb were, 
as the only sons of the deceased, entitled to the estate and effects 
of the said deceased, so far as he had died intestate as to such 
estate or effects, or had not declared any trusts of and concerning 
the same, or only trusts incapable of being carried into effect, and 


* that the will might be construed and the rights and interests of 


all parties thereunder declared and determined.” 
The case came on before Mr. Justice Norman, on the 9th and 
16th May 1868. | 


The Advocate General and Mr. Woodroffe for the plaintiff. 
Mr. Montriou and Mr. L, P. Evans for Kumara Asima Krishna. 


Mr. Eglinton and Mr. G. H. P. Evans for the executor. 
Mr. Lowe for Upendra Krishna. 
-Mr. Goodeve for the Official Trustee. 


The Advocate General, for the plaintiff, contended, that the 
trusts of the will (other than those for payment of debts and 
specific legacies) were invalid and void, not only on the ground of 
perpetuity, but because there was no disposition of the beneficial 
interest in the estate. He also conténded that the principles on 
which perpetuities were restrained were of universal application, 
and in no way dependent on the technical rules of English law. 


Mr. Montriou for the defendant, Kumara Asima Krishna, con- 
tended, that there was nothing in’ Hindu law rendering perpe- 
tuities illegal or invglid. 
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1868 Mr. ‘Evans for the executor contended that the suit was pre- 
Kuwaza mature ;*that there was a good trust estate in the executors for 
Aara Km * one year, if for no more; and that till the expiration of that term, 


Kuoana the plaintif could be entitled to no relief; and that unless he was 
oes entitled to consequential relief, the Court would not make a 
ISHN A 


Des, declaratory decree. Further, that the frame of the suit was defec- 
tive, inasmuch as administration of the estate was not prayed for. 


Norman, J. (After reciting the prayer of the plaint and the 
will, continued) :—Except as to the monthly maintenance allow- 
ance given to him, Kumara Asima Krishna does not take any 
beneficial interest under the will. I may add that there is not in 
the will any disposition whatever of the beneficial interest in the 
bulk of the testator’s property. No right is given to Asima 
Krishna or to any manager, for the time being, to apply the * 
surplus profits of the zemindaries except for certain limited pur- 
poses designated in the will. Even at the end of ninety-nine 
years, there is no gift of the beneficial interest to any one. The 
manager of the time being may go in at his own will and 
pleasure, indefinitely accumulating the estate. No right is 
given to the heirs of the testator, or the parties indicated as 
such in the will, to use the property for their own benefit even 
at that remote time, 

The case goes a long way beyond that of Mr. Thellusson’s will (1). 
There the testator, after giving large legacies to his children and 
others, directed that bis great estate should be accumulated dur- 
ing the lives of a number of ‘persons, all of whom were actually 
alive, or at least conceived at the time of the testator’s death; and 
upon the death of the last survivor, he directed that his property 
should be divided into three equal shares, and entailed upon the 
male heirs of his three sons. Here, there is a direction for 
accumulation for ninety-nine years at the least, and no provision 
shewing that the testator desired that Kumara Asima Krishna or 
any one else should ever be the better for it. The testator has, 
in fact, attempted to do that which Lord Hardwicke in Hopkins 
v. Hopkins (2) said the testator in that case would have done, if 


(1) 4 Ves, 227. 2 (2) 1 Atkyns, 589. 
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“he could, but which no testator could do, viz., frame a will so that 


no one should take his estate. 

In order to arrive at a determination as to the validity of the 
trusts and conditions in this extraordinary will, it is necessary to 
consider, for a moment, the nature of property as recognized in all 
civilized societies, and of the power of alienation by will. Pro- 
perty consists in a man’s free use, enjoyment, and dispésal, 
according to the laws of the community, of his acquisitions in the 
external things around him. It has been questioned whether an 
original occupant derived his rights to retain permanently that land 
which had belonged to no one before he took possession of it,—by 
the tacit and implied assent of all mankind, that the first occupant 
should be deemed owner, as has been alleged, by some of the 
ablest writers on natural law; or whether the act of occupancy, 
being a degree of bodily labour, is, from a principle of natural 
justice, without any consent’ or compact, sufficient of itself to 
gain a title, as has been alleged by Coke and Others. -However 
that may be, whether property exists as of natural right, or by 
the assent of society, it is certain that the power to transfer 
property by will is a right which is the creation of municipal law. 
The power of a testator in annexing conditions to a testamentary 
disposition of his property is, therefore, not absolute, but limited 
by the authority conferred on him by the law. It would follow, 
as a consequence of this position, that a testator cannot, in giving 
his property by will, impose conditions in contravention of the 
objects for which property exists, or contrary to the policy of the 
law. For instance, suppose an estate were given toa man on 
condition that it should be allowed to relapse into jungle, or never 
be cultivated, no one could doubt that such a condition would 
be void. ` 

In Coke upon Littleton, 206, it is said: “ If a man make a feoff- 
ment in fee upon condition that the feoffee shall not take the 
profits of the land, this condition is repugnant and against law, 
and the estate is absolute.” Upon the same ground a man cannot 
create a new species of estate, or subject his estate to incidents 
unknown to law. In Littleton, section 360, it is said “if a feoff- 
ment is made upon this condition, that the feoffee shall not alien 
the land to any, this condition is void, because when a man is 
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infeoffed of Tandé and tenements, he hath power to alien them 
to any person by the law. For, if such a condition should be 
good, then the condition should onst him (i e., the owner for 
thè time being) of all the power which the law gives him, which 
should be against reason, and, therefore, such a condition is void.” 
Lord Coke, in his commentary on this section, says, “and the like 
law is of a devise in fee upon a condition that the devisee shall 
not alien, the condition is void, &c. For it is absurd and repug- 
nant to reason that he who hath no possibility to have the land 
revert to him, should restrain the feoffee in fee simple of all his 
power to alien. And so itis if a man be possessed of a lease for 
years, or of a horse, or of any other chattell, reall or personall, 


and give or sell his whole propertie therein upon condition . 


that the donee shall not alien the same, because his whole interest 
and propertie is outof him, so as he hath no possibilitie of a re- 
verter; and it is against trade and traffique and bargaining and 
contracting between man and man. Iniquum est ingenuis homini- 
bus non esse liberam rerum suarum alienationem ; rerum suarum 
quilibet est moderator et arbiter.” 

See also Digest, Book XXX, Section 114, Par. 14. Book 
XXXII, Section 38. 

In Scholastica’s case (1), itis said a will cannot alter the law or 
make a new form of estate, which is not allowed by the rules of law. 

The civil law. seems to go even further than the law of Eng- 
land in refusing to allow a testator to annex conditions improperly 
abridging the natural liberty of the donee. In Domat’s Civil 
Law it is laid down, that if a testator makes a legacy to depend 
on a condition which is unjust, indecent; or impossible, the condi- 
tion would be of no manner of obligation. Of Legacies, Section 
TX, Article XIV. In Section VIII, Article XVIII, on Testa- 
ments, he gives as an instance, “if a testator had bequeathed a 
marriage portion to a young woman of ten years of age, on 
condition that that she should marry within a year, or if he 
had left a legacy in condition that the legatee should fix his 
domicile at a particular place,” he says “ the condition of this 
marriage would be contrary to law,” and that “€ fixing his domicile 


in a certain place being contrary to the just and natural liberty ` 


(1) Plowden, 403 
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that every one has to choose his dwelling place would be in some 
manner contrary to good manners or decency. This sort of con- 
ditions oblige to nothing at all, and they are held the same as if 
they had not been written.” The rule and illustration are taken 
by Domat from the Roman law. See Digest Book XX XV, 
Tit. 1, Section 3 and Section 71, T 2. The law of France 
follows the civil law in this point. Code Civil Book 3, Tit, 3. 
Chap. IV. Sect. 1, Par. 1172. 

The result of English cases on this subject is summed up in 
Jarman on Wills, vol. 2, p. 14. “If a testator, after giving an 
estate in fee, proceeds to qualify the devise by a proviso or 
condition which is of such a nature as to be incompatible with 
absolute dominion and ownership, the condition is nugatory. 
Such would, it is clear, be the fate of any clause providing that 
the land should thereafter be let at a definite rent, or be culti- 
vated in a certain manner, this being an attempt to control and 
abridge their rights of enjoyment which are inseparably incident 
to the absolute ownership.” He cites the Attorney General v. 
The Master of Catherine Hall (1). He proceeds: “If there 
“ be a devise in fee, upon condition that the wife shall not be 
* endowed or the husband be tenant. by the curtesy, the condition 
‘is void, because repugnant to the estate devised. A power of 
* alienation is necessarily and inseparably incidental to an estate 
“infee, If, therefore, lands be dovised to A and his heirs, upon 
* condition that he shall not alien or charge them with any 
“ annuity, the condition is void, and in like manner a condition 
“ or conditional limitation annexed to a devise in fee, purporting 
“ togive the property over, in case the devisee shall die intestate 
‘ or shall not part with the property in his life-time, is repugnant 
* and void, since in the first case it would not only defeat the 
“rule of law which says that upon the death intestate of an 
“ owner in fee simple, his property shall go to his heir at law, but 
* also deprive him of the power of alienation, and in the second 
* case it would take away the testamentary power from an owner 
cc in feo.” * * * e A condition restraining the devisee from alienmg 
“by any particular mode of assurance, is bad. Thus where a 


+ (1) Jacob, 395 
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testator devised lands to A and his heirs for ever, and in case he 


offered to mortgage or suffer a fine or recovery of the whole, or any | 
~ part, then to B and his heirs : it was held that A took an absolute 


estate in fee without being liable to be affected by his mortgaging, 
levying a fine, or suffering a recovery. So a condition inconsist- 
ent with any of the ordinary legal incidents of the estate to 
which it is attempted to be annexed, is void.” He gives instances 
of a condition purporting to exempt real estate from the operation 
of the Bankrupt Laws, and mentions the case, Carte v Carte (1), 
in which it wag said by Lord Hardwicke ‘that a gift over in case 
the devisee in fee commits treason within a given number of 
years, would be void, as abrogating the law. At page 19 of the 
same volume, he says: “ The principle which precludes the im- 
position of restrictions on the aliening powers of persons entitled 
to the inheritance of lands, applies to the entire and absolute in- 
terest in personalty. It is clear, therefore, that if a legacy were 
given to a person, his executors, administrators, or assigns, with 
an. injunction not to dispose of it, though followed by a limita- 


tion over in case of non-compliance, the restriction would be 


void.” In support of this proposition he cites amongst mune. 
other cases Bradley v. Peixoto (2). ` 

The subject of conditions repugnant to an estate given by will 
was much discussed by the Lords Justices of Appeal in Chancery, 
in Holmes v. Godson (3). Lord Justice Turner, quoting the judg- 
ment of Burnett, J., in Gulliver v. Vaur, states the rule as to 


‘repugnant | conditions in: language similar to that employed by 


Mr. Jarman. 
I have endeavoured to show that the principles above stated 


are of universal application—from their very nature common to 
all law. They have been applied to the construction -of the 


wills of Hindus. In the case of Nabakrishna Mitter-v. Harish ` 


Chandra Mitter, decided by the Supreme Court in 1813, cited 
in Sir F. Macnaghten’s Considerations on Hindu Law, p. 323, 


the Court observed that a power of partitioning is given by, 
Hindu law in the most unqualified manner to parties jointly _ 
interested in property; and as there is nothing to be found in that. 


(1) 3 Atkyns, 180. - (2) 3 Ves., 324, 
: (3) 8 De. Gex, M. & G., 152, 
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law from which it can be inferred that a testator has any power 1868 
to interfere with the pleasure of his descendants on the subject, Kumara 
of partition, the Court’ decreed a partition, notwithstanding a Anaa Eo 
declaration by the testator in express terms that his estate should KASA 
remain undivided. Soin the case of Nitai Charan Pyne v. Ganga Kosara 
: eat: - Kerns 
Dasi, (1), I pointed out that no estate absolutely inalienable is ` Des. 
known to Hindu law; that even under the Mitakshara the co- 
parceners, if all unite, or, if there are infants, the father or mana- _ 
ger, with all those capable of concurring, can effect a valid sale 
or mortgage of the immoveable property of the family, if a cala- 
mity affecting the whole family renders it necessary, or if the 
sale is made for other necessary purposes, such for instance, as the 
obsequies of a father; and on that ground it appeared to me that 
aa absolute prohibition of alienation by a testator was void under 
the Hindu law; and I, therefore, held that a Hindu in devising 
property absolutely cannot annex a condition to the gift that 
the donee shall not sell or mortgage his interest. 
I believe, that the two cases last cited do not in any way 
conflict with that of Goberdhone Bysak v. Sham Chand Bysak (2), 
That case, as I understand it, decides no more than that 
the English law of perpetuities cannot be applied to the con- 
struction ofthe wills of Hindus. The case of Nabakrishna Miter 
v. Harish Chandra Mitter (3), was cited by the learned Chief 
Justice, without any expression of dissent from the ee on 
which it was decided. 
In the case now before me, the trust for perpetual accumu- 
lation would deprive the parties of all enjoyment of the profits of the 
estate. I think it clear that the trust for accumulation must be 
treated as a condition repugnant to the natural right of every owner 
of property” to the use and enjoyment of it, inconsistent with the 
nature of property itself, and therefore void; and that the at- 
tempted restraints in alienation are also inoperative and void. 
The next question is, what is the effect, as regards the rights 
‘of the parties, of declaring the trust for accumulation void and 
incapable of taking effect? Will it leave the property as an 
absolute estate in the hands of Kumara Asima Krishna to be 
dealt with as his own? That would be so, no doubt, if there is a 
(1) Cited in 1 L J., N. S, 15. (2) Bourke, 282, (3) Montrion, H. L. Ca., 554. 
6—E 


o 


30 
1868 


Kumara 
Agia KRISH- 
na Des 
. v. ` 
KUMARA 
KUMARA 
KRISHNA 
Dar. 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


gift to him, The Advocate General contended that Kumara 
Asima Krishna has a mere power of management, “and that the 
, will contains no gift to him. I am of opinion that this contention 
is well founded. There is uo gift to him in express terms, the 
conditions on which he is to hold are inconsistent with the defi- 
nition and nature of property. I think that there is nothing on 
the face of the will from which a gift can be implied. In’ Eng- 
lish wills an intent to give on estate in fee simple to trustees is 
sometimes implied from language shewing that they are to 
execute trusts which require an unlimited power of alienation. 
But the rule in England is that trustees take no greater 
estate by. implication than is required for the purposes of 
the trust. In the will of Hindus it appears to me that the 
giving of large powers of management by a father to one 
of his sons or to any other member of the joint family would 
not necessarily shew an intent that the managér should 
take an absolute and separate estate, if such manager has no 
power to appropriate the profits at his own pleasure. Here the 


testator has not made any effectual disposition of the beneficial | 


interest in the residue of his estate. The result will be that his 
heirs, according to Hindu law, must be declared entitled to the 
interest undisposed of, after the payment of, or making provision 
for, the charges and legacies mentioned in the will. 
i Probably the sums described as maintenance allowance to 
Kumara Asima Krishna and others will have to be treated as 
legaçies, and provision be made for them. 
` There is a provision in the thirtieth clause of the will for the 
occupation of the family dwelling-house by Upendra Krishna 
Deb Bahadur and his male descendants, and in the event of the 
failure of such issue, by the daughters sons of the testator. 
“That no male relative, servant, or. outsider shall be allowed to 
enter the Zenana Mahal, or female apartments, of the family 
dwelling-house from the date of my demise, and that if any 
member of my family, as aforesaid, shall infringe this rule, he 
shall be turned out of my said family ewerane: and shall reside 
separately therefrom at his own expense.” . 
The clause seems to have been intended to TEN the eldest 
wife of ‘the testator of the comfort of the society of her only son, 
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Upon the principle already stated, it would appear that this 1868 
attempted restraint is one repugnant to the natural rights of Kumara _ 


the parties, and therefore void. But thatis a matter which has anne thas 
not been fully discussed before me. K ae N 
An enquiry must take place as to what are the legacies and Tonia 
8H 


charges given'by the will which are capable of taking effect, — Des. 
and what interest Kumara Upendra Krishna Deb Bahadur 
- and his descendants take in the family dwelling-house, in order 
. to determine what is the interest of the plaintiff in the same, as 
one of the heirs at law of the testator’s deed for that purpose. 
It must, if necessary, be ordered that all necessary parties do 
attend before me in chambers to support their respective ‘claims. 


From this judgment the defendant, Kumar Asima Krishna, 
appealed. on the following grounds: 
_ Ist.—That the lower Court ought to have declared that the 
trusts for accumulation contained in the will of the said testator 
were well created and operative in law, and ought to have directed 
that they should be carried out in manner as by the testator directed. 

2nd.—That in case this Court shall be of opinion that the lower 
Court was right in declaring the trusts for accumulation attempted 
to be created by the said testator, void, then the said Court should 
have found and declared that according to the true construction 
of the will of the said testator, the whole of the residuary estate, - 
whether self acquired or hereditary, will become vested in‘ the 
appellant Kumara Asima Krishna, on his attaining the age of 21 
years, absolutely and for his own benefit. : 


Mr. Newmarch and Mr. Evans for the appellant.—English 
law is inapplicable; there is nothing in Hindu law prohibit- 
ing perpetuities ; ; such a tying up of property in perpetuity has 
been, in many cases, permitted: Nabakrishna Mitter v. Harish 
Chandra Mitter (1); Sonatan Bysak v. Jagat Sundari Dasi-(2); 
Goberdhone Bysak v. Sham Chand Bysak (3). 

The Advocate General and Mr. Woodroffe for the respondent, 
Under Hindu law property cannot be rendered inalienable or 
impartible. The case of Goberdhone Bysak v. Sham Chand 


(1) Montrion’s H. L. Oa., 554. (3) Bourke, 282. 
(2) 8 Moore L A., 66, 
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Bysak (1) is distinguishable as relating simply to idol property. 
Here, there is no disposal of the corpus at all. Such perpetual 
tying-up of property-is not sanctioned by Hindu law, and no 
argument can be drawn from the absence. of any prohibition 
against such perpetuity. 


Pxacocs; C. J. (After stating the object of the suit and the 


_ grounds of appeal, continued) :—It was stated by Mr. Newmarch _ 


that the grounds of appeal had been drawn up before the decree — 
in the case had been signed by the Court or seen by the appel- ~ 
lants or their counsel, I mention this, because the decree hag 
just been put into my hands, and it appears that there is a find- 
ing in that decree, which does not appear warranted by the judg- 
ment, viz., that the plaintiff and his brother as co-heirs are entitled 
in equal shares. Probably, there was a mistake in drawing up the 


~ decree in saying that the two sons take equal shares. We do 


not now declare that the two sons are entitled to equal shares of 
their father’s estate. We confine ourselvesto the two grounds. 
which have been taken in appeal. 

The learned Judge has gone very fully into the case. He as 
pointed out various sections of the will, of which I think the Ist. 
and 22nd ‘are the most material. There is no doubt that this will, 
if construed according to English law, would be void under the 
law relating to perpetuities. The question is, is it valid under 
the Hindu law? A case, Goberdhone Bysak v. Sham Chand 
Bysak (1) was referred to; in which I was supposed to have laid 
down that the rule of the English law against perpetuities was 
not binding in case of a Hindu will. I certainly never intended 
to lay that down as a general proposition. All that I meant to 


` say was, that the English law against perpetuities could not be 


engrafted upon a Hindu will Whether the Hindu law warrants 
the creation of a perpetuity, either by will or a deed of gift, inter 
vivos must depend upon the Hindu law alone, and not upon 


. the Hindu law supplemented by English law. In the particular 


case it had been declared by the Privy Council: “ That it ought 
“to be declared that, according to the true construction of the 
c will, the property granted to the idol is effectually granted for 


“the” benefit of the testator’s four sons and their offspring in | the 
(1) Bourke, 282. 
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“ male line asa joint family, subject to the performance of acts, 


` 33 


1868 


“ business, ceremonies, and festivals, and to provisions of mainten-  Kunara 


“ance in the will contained, and that the surplus income, after 
“ answering the performance of such provisions, is in like manner 
* well and effectually given for the benefit of the four sons and their 
“ offspring in the male line as a joint family; andit appearing 
“ that Krishna Mangal, one of the sons, died leaving three sons, 
“ and that Hari Mohan died leaving no male offspring, the family 


-& continuing joint up to the death of Hari Mohan, it ought to 


_. bé declared that upon the death of Hari Mohan his share of the 


* joint estate, subject as aforesaid, passed to the respondent as. 


« widow and heir, and she is entitled to one third of one fourth 
* ag widow and heir.” 

The question was, whether the brothers, according to the con~ 
struction of the will, were to be allowed to divide the corpus of 


the estate, or only to divide the surplus. At page 288 I said, “they” 


claim to have a partition of the whole estate, real and personal, 
of Ramdas, the testator. Thoy do not even ask to have a sum 
set apart to provide for the expenses of the idol and religious and 
other acts and ceremonies. They ask to have a six-anna share of 
the estate allotted to them upon such partition to be held in 
severalty. We have already decided they are not entitled to a 
six-anna share; but it remains to be considered whether they are 
entitled to have any partition at all of the real and personal estate, 
or whether their right to hold in severalty is not confined to their 
share of the net proceeds and overplus, the same being annually 
adjusted. Upon this point we do not understand the Judicial Com- 
mittee to have pronounced any opinion. Their Lordships declare 
that, according to the construction of the will, the property granted 
to the idol is eilectually granted for the benefit of the testator’s 
four sons and thoir offspring in the male line, as a joint family; 
subject to the performance of acts, business, ceremonies and fes~ 
tivals and to provisions for maintenance in the will contained,‘and 
that the surplus income, after answering the performance of such 
provision, is in like manner well and effectually given for the 


benefit of the four sons and their offspring in the male line as a ` 


joint family. They do not say that the estates were granted to 
the sons. At page 291 I said, “the inconvenience and anomaly 


| Asmara KRISI- 
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` 1868 (that of engrafting the English law of perpetuities upon Hindu 
koma law)“would be very great. under any circumstance; but the 
g a, inconsistency, though not sò` apparent now, will become glaring 
v. ` when the Supreme Court and the Sudder Court are amalgamated. 


ere It is said that the testamentary power of a Hindu is unknown to 
a . the Hindu law, and is founded upon local custom recognised and 
sanctioned by judicial decisions. But those decisions are based 

; upon the assumption that the power is given by Hindu law, and ~ 

` although the power is limited to those places in which a particu- ‘.*. 
lar school of Hindu law prevails, and is modified according to ` 

. its doctrifies, it is still the Hindu law which we have to admi- 

~ nister in the same way as the Courts administer the Common law 
when they hold that lands in Kent descend according to the custom 
of Gavelkind.” s 

“Tf we are to read and give effect to the will of Hindus, accord- 

_ ing to the light and policy of the English law, the intentions of 
nearly every testator will be frustrated.” 

“The Judicial Committee appear to us to have determined the 
, question of perpetuity; that question was raised in the suit brought 
` by Jagatsundari (1). Sir J. Colvile, in his judgment in that? 
`-case, gave effect to the rule against perpetuities. The Privy 
Council did not expressly refer to the question, but reversing the 
< - decree commenced by stating that it is not improper to observe 
` that with reference to the testamentary disposition of Hindus the 

«. . extent of this power must be regulated by the Hindu law. 

_. That case, it must be remembered, was decided with reference 
to the construction of a will of which the first object was the 
maintenance of an idol, and there are many cases, both in the 
Mohammedan and in the Hindu law, in which religious endow- 
ments have been upheld. They are citedin Morley’s Digest, Title 

v , Religious Endowments, p. 13. In paragraph 14, cases are pointed 
`- outin which bequests of property for pious purposes were upheld. 
One of those cases is the case of Mullick v, Mullick in the 
a Privy Council, in which the judgment was pronounced by ‘Lord 
“Wynford (2). The remark which was made by Lord Wynford 
in deliyering judgment in that case, is one in which I ‘cordially 


> 


(1) 8 Moore L A, 66. > "(ay 1 Enap, 247, 
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and entirely concur. “The interest,” he says, “of sovereigns as well 
as their duty will ever incline them to securé, as far as is in their ` 
power, the happiness of those who live under their government, 
and no person can be happy whose religious feelings are not re- 
spected. If this were a case between Europeans and Hindus, we 
would not take a step, without the assistance of some of the 
persons from India who are acquainted with the usages of that 


“company with regard to the ceremonies that ought to be observed 


and the rites that ought to be performed on the death of opulent 
natives, for we should fear, lest by the judgment which we might 


advise His Majesty to pronounce, the feeling of the people of . 


Hindustan might be wounded.” 


Cases have been decided in which it was held that the manage- 
ment only of lañds granted as a religious endowment, passed, and 
that they are not held as private property. 

I make these remarks for the purpose of providing against any 
misunderstanding of the case of Bysack to which I have already ~ 
referred, or of any remarks which I may make in the case. The 
remarks in the case to which I have referred apply to a case of 
an endowment for an idol. 


The will, in the present case, gives the residue of the property, 
which is the subject of dispute, to the grandson and his successors, 
upon trust that the profits of the estate are not to be beneficially 
used during a period of 99 years, but are to be laid out in the 
purchase of fresh estates and the formation of a fund for, the 
payment of the Government revenue upon it, and this provision 
is to be extended, as I understand, in perpetuity, if the Hindu 
law allows. 

I have stated that the surplus property was devised to the 
grandson. I ought not to have used that expression, but ought 
rather to have said that the property was ditected to be made 
over to him when he attained the age of 21 years; and that he 
should then assume the office of trustee and continue to discharge 
the same during his life-time, agreeably tothe trusts of the will.’ 
I make this correction, because it was held by Mr. Justice Norman 
in his judgment that there was no ee of the property to the 
grandson, 
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ee am not aware of any rule of the Hindu law; by which 
grants inter vivos, or gifts by will, in perpetuity, are expressly 


prohibited; but it appears to me to be quite contrary to the whole -- 


scope and intention of Hindu law, and that there are no means . 


according to the Hindu law by which such gifts or grants can 
be effected. The Hindu law, so faras I am acquainted with 
it, makes no provision for trusts. There is nothing in the Hindu 
law at all analogous either to trusts of the English law or to 


the fidei commissa of the Roman law, which were probably thes: 
- origin,of trusts in the English law. Itis stated in the Institutes 


of Justinian by Sandars, page 337, that at first fidei commissa 
were of little force, for no one could be compelled against his will 
to perform what he was only requested to perform. When ‘testa- 
tors were desirous of giving an inheritance or legacy to persons 
to whom they could not directly give either, they then entrusted 


- them to the good faith of some persons capable of taking by 
' testament; and jidei commissa were so called, because their per- 


formance could not be enforced by law, but depended solely upon 


consideration for certain persons, or because the request was said 
to have been made in the name of the Emperor’s safety or on 
account of some striking instance of perfidy, commanded the 
consuls to interpose their authority. Their intervention being 


_ favoured as just by public opinion gradually assumed the character 


of a regular jurisdiction, and trusts grow into such favor that 


. soon a special prætor was appointed to give judgment in them, 


and received the name of fidei-commissarius. 
- Now, without the intervention of trusts, there are no means by 


“which a perpetuity can be carried into effect. If thé estate in 
“question had been given to the grandson, not upon trusts, but 


` the good faith of the person to whom they were intrusted. After- _ 
_wards the Emperor Augustus having been frequently moved by 


< with a direction or condition annexed to the gifts, that he should ` 
> . not use the rents of the estate which were given to him, but that 


during his life he should expend the rents in the purchase of new P 


. estates, and that afterwards his heirs should continue to do the: 


same for a period of ninety-nine years or for a longer period, 
the condition would have been repugnant and void. I will not 
refer to the authorities upon that subject, because they are clearly 
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pointed out by Mr. Justice Norman in his judgment. He also 
refers to two Hindu cases in which it was held that a trust 
upon condition by a Hindu would be void. 

Such being the state of the law, it appears to me that put- 
ting out of the question the case of religious endowments, the 
consideration of which is wholly unnecessary in the present 
case, a devise by a Hindu, upon trusts which would be void 
as a condition, is void in the shape of a trust. I entirely 
agree, therefore, with Mr. Justice Norman that the trusts for 
accumulations in this case are wholly void according to Hindu 
law. i 

The only remaining question is whether, assuming the trusts 
to be void, there is a gift to the grandson, and whether he is 
entitled to hold the estate absolutely for his own use, because 
the trusts cannot legally be carried into effect. Mr. Justice 
Norman has held that there was no devise to the grandson, and 
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that he was merely appointed a manager. He says: “The Advo- 


eate-General contended that Kumar Asima Krishna has a mere 
power of management, and that the will contains no gift to him. 
I am of opinion that this contention ia well founded, there is 
no gift to him in express terms, the conditions on which he is 
to hold are inconsistent with the definition and nature of pro- 
perty. I think that there is nothing in the face of the will 
from which a gift can be implied. In English wills, an intent to 
give an estate in fee simple to trustees is sometimes implied 
from language shewing that they are to execute trusts which 
require an unlimited power of alienation, but the rule in England 
is that trustees take no greater estate by implication than is 


required for the purpose of the trust. In the wills of the Hin-. 


dus, it appears to me that the giving of large powers of. manage- 
ment by a father to one of his sons or to any other members 
of the joint family, would not necessarily shew an intent that 


the manager should take an absolute and separate estate, if such ' 


manager has no power to appropriate the profits at his own 


pleasure. Here the testator has not made any effectual disposi- 


‘tion of the beneficial interest in the residue of his estate. The 


result will be that his heirs, according to Hindu law, must be” 
declared entitled to the interest undisposed of after the payment | 
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of, or making provision for, the charges and legacies mentioned 
in the will.” l 

I have already read the 22nd paragraph of the will which 
merely directs that when the grandson, or, in the event of his 
demise, his successor attains the said “ age of 21 years,” then the 
whole of my estate, whether self-acquired or hereditary, shall be 
made over to him, and the Official Trustee shall be discharged. 
He, will assume the office of trustee of this my will, and continue 
to discharge the same during his life-time agreeably with the 
trusts-of this my will, He will also’ assume the management 
of my household affairs during the term of his natural life. 

I am inclined to agree with the learned Judge that there was 
.io- devise to the grandson, and that he was merely appointed a 
manager for purposes which was contrary to the principles of 
the Hindulaw. If there was a gift to him, as trustee for the 
purposes of those trusts, it appears to me that it would be a gift 
which is not sanctioned by the Hindu law, and cannot be upheld, 
and consequently that the residue of the estates must pass to the 
“heirs at law. - 

But even if the will should be construed, as containing an 
express devise to the grandson, it appears to me to have been the 
intention of the testator that the grandson was not to take any 


beneficial interests, and that the trusts being void, the grandson . 


would not take absolutely freed: he would not take at all. 

In the case of the Mayor of Gloucester v. Osborn and another (1) 
a testator gave to his executors benefically, in equal proportion, 
all his property which he might not dispose of subject to his 
debts, and any’ bequests which he might afterwards make. He 
afterwards made a codicil in these words: “In a codicil to my 
will I gave to the Corporation of Gloucester £ 140,000. In this I 
wish my executors would give £60,000 more to them for the 
same purpose, as I have before named. I would also give my 


` friends (several were named with large legacies) and I confirm 


all their bequests, and give the rest of my property to the 
executors for their own interest. No other codicil was produced. 
It was held, that the purpose of both the legacies must be held 


G) 1 E L. Ca, 272. 
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to be the same, gnd that both failed for uncertainty pE the 1868 
pinpose, Aspa Krian- 


xa DEB 


The Lord Chancellor in the course of the argument said, “ what e 
is the meaning of 60,000 more?” “ Does not the addition show Kunana 
some prior gift?” The counsel said, “ the recital that the testator Kmsuxa 
had given the £140,000 does not operate to give effect to it 
as a gift.” Suppose the purpose with which both sums are clearly 
‘connected was unlawful or impossible or subject to conditions 
which the Court would not enforce, such supposition shows at 
once the danger of holding the recital to operate as a gift. 

Lord Lyndhurst in delivering the judgment in the absence 
of the Chancellor said: “ The former codicil is not produced, no. 
account is given of it, and we have, therefore, no means of ascer~ 

* taining the purpose for which the gift was made, or to what it 
is to be applied. In-the same sentence in which the legacy is 
given, and immediately after the words of gift, the gift is stated | 
to be for a purpose which the testator had defined, but which 
is wholly unknown and cannot be discovered. How then could. 
the legatee be allowed to take the legacy for his own use? The 
purpose is a qualification of the legacy; it is an essential part 
of it; and till this is ascertained, it is wholly uncertain what the 
legatee is to take, whether for his own benefit or for the benefit 

' of others, and, for whom, whether for private or for public or 
charitable objects. It is, therefore, I think clear that if the legacy 
had been to an individual, it must have altogether failed; what 
the testator intended ; whom he meant to benefit, does not appear, 
and cannot he ascertained.” 


In this case, it is clear that the testator did Kopintand the `’ 
grandson to take for his own benefit, He intended him to take 
for a special purpose; and the trust not being sanctioned by 
the Hindu law, it appears to me that it cannot be held that the 
trustee was to take for his own use; but that according to the 
Hindu law the heirs at law have not been deprived of their 
inheritance. 


For these reasons, it appears to me, thatthe judgment of Mr, 
Justice Norman must be affirmed with a to be taxed accorde 
ing to scale No. 2. 
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Marxsy, J.—I have come to the same conclusion as the Chief 
Justice on both points, and I concur with his judgment on all 
material particulars. 

The first ground of appeal in this case seems to me to have been 
drawn under some misconception as to the nature of the decree. 
All that has been declared is, that the testator has not made any 
effectual disposition of the beneficial interest in the residue of 
his estate, and that subject to the payment of, or making provi- 
sion for, the charges and legacies mentioned in the will and 
capable of taking effect, and subject to the result of the inquiries 
thereby directed, the plaintiff and the defendant, Kumara Upendra 
Krishna, as the heirs, according to Hindu law, of the testator, are 
entitled in equal shares to the interest undisposed by the said 
will. All that we have now to decide is, whether the decree is 
impeachable upon the grounds taken. 

The scheme of the will may, for my peekoni purpose, be short- 
ly stated thus; Kumara Asima Krisna, on his attaining a certain 
age, is appointed trustee and manager of the testator’s property, 
and provision is made for keeping up a succession of trustees and 
managers by appointing other members of the family as occasion 
may require. Certain sums by way of maintenance are directed 
to be paid to certain members of the testator’s family, and the 
surplus is to be invested in the purchase of land. This is to 
continue for 99 years. “ After which the then trustee and 
“manager, or every one of his successors, shall have full power 
« either to observe the conditions of the said will, and renew the 
* game, or to adopt others in their lieu. Should the conditions 
“ of this will be approved and renewed by their trustee or mana- 
“ ger, he shall not be required to take the consent of his co-sharers 
“thereto, but in the event of his altering them, he must be 
“ guided by a majority of votes amongst the male descendants 
“in the male line of my generation. It is, however, (the testator 
“ proceeds to say) my express wish and direction that the trusts 
* declared in this will, should be perpetual, if Hindu law permits, 
“ and no trustee and manager of my estate will have power to 
“abrogate the provisions contained in this will respecting my 
“* estate.” 

In the view that I take of this case, it is not necessary to say 
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whether supposing the direction to keep the property for the 
purposes of accumulation for 99 years is valid, there is then a 
valid disposition of the property so accumulated, it will-be suffici- 
ent for the purpose of the present case (in the view that I take 
of it) to consider the validity of a testamentary disposition, the 
effect of which is that the income of a portion of the testator’s 
property or a portion of the income of the testator’s property 
(whichever way you choose to take it) can be enjoyed benefici- 
ally, by no person whatever, for a period of 99 years. I consider 
that such a testamentary disposition of property by a Hindu is 
void, and the grounds on which I place my judgment are as 
follows : : 

It is pretty well agreed that wills were in former, times nearly 
unknown to Hindus. Our Courts have decided that they possess 
testamentary capacity to some extent. That is now unquestion- 
able. But what we have to consider is the extent of the iesta- 
mentary capacity, and this leads me to look to the reasoning on 
which the decisions confirming the testamentary capacity are 
founded. There was at first a considerable struggle upon the 
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subject, and it would be difficult even now to find satisfactory ` 


decisions directly in support of the doctrine. When the ques- 
tion arises, it is more common to say that it is too late to question 
the doctrine than to signify any approval of it. The argument 
which appears to have prevailed when the matter was first under 
discussion was that a man could do by testament that which he 
could do by alienation in his life-time. It is evident that the 
strongest oponents of the testamentary capacity thought it use- 
less to attempt to draw any distinction between these two things, 
testamentary alienation, and alienation during life. Now, though 
I am bound to accept as established law, that Hindus have some 
testamentary capacity, and wherever the extent of that testa- 
mentary capacity has been defined by authority, to accept that 
definition. J am not bound to accept reasoning which I consider 
vicious, and, when a fresh question of the same kind arises, to 
carry on the inquiry upon a principle which I consider errone- 
ous. I, therefore, consider myself at liberty to question the 
opinion of those Judges who have considered that the power of 
testamentary alienation is identical with, or necessarily or uni- 


. 
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versally coincident with, the power of alienation by living persons. 
Without adopting fully the well-known and forcible ex pression 
of Mirabeau, that these two things are as different as life and 
death, I still maintain that it is quite possible, and that instances 
have occurred in which the two have not co-existed. Most 
societies which have allowed alienation at all, have ultimately 
sanctioned testamentary alienation to some extent; but in nearly 
all, where the law has followed an independent course of develop- 
ment, a period has existed, during which the right of alienation 
by living persons is fully established, but testamentary alienation 
has not yet been thought of. 


The error of the reasoning of Colebrooke, and other Judges 
who adopted his opinion, consisted in considering two things, 
which their experience had always found coincident as necessarily 
connected. $ 


I do not conbider that in this case we have anything to do with 
the question whether the power to deal with his property in the 
manner in which the testator has dealt with it exists, if exercised 
by him during his life-time, and so as to operate upon his own 
interest; the question is, can a Hindu by will thus operate upon 
the interest of his successors ? 


Tho only argument I have heard in favor of such a power | 
existing, is, that the exercise of it is no where expressly prohi- 
bited by the Hindu law. It seems to me that such an argument 
on such a point, is worth nothing. Who ever hears that the mea- 
sute of law in any country, is express command or express prohibi- 
tion? Still less is it so here, where we are commanded to look, 
not only to the laws and usages, in dealing with questions regard- 
ing Hindus and Mohammedans. In no system of law with which 
I am acquainted, are the rights of property accurately defined, 
but those rights, whether primary or derivative, are not for that 
reason unlimited. The limits are to be sought in the habits and 
usages of the people. Of course, if a principle of law is 
established, and another principle of law, hitherto unused, follows 
as a necessary consequence from the former one, the non-user of 
the referred principle is of no sort of consequence. But the. 
position which I assume now, is that there ig no established prin- 
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ciple of Hindu law which necessarily involves the existence of — 
testamentary alienation to the extent now claimed. Asnta Keran- 
It appears to me that when a question arises whether the will “+ p=» 
Kumara 


of a Hindu exceeds his testamentary capacity (supposing the xyyint 
question not to be concluded by authority) is to enquire whether Susmva 
testamentary alienation to the extent claimed is a usage amongst 

Hindus, so long and generally established as to shew that it is 

a part of the Hindu law. 

I feel authorized to adopt the method of inquiry which, on 
principle, I consider to be the right one, because itis that which 
was adopted in a recent case by the Privy Council. In the case 

of Surjamani Dosee v. Denobandhu Mullick (1), they rest their 
` affirmation of the testamentary capacity entirely on the estab- 
lished usage. . 

Nor have I any difficulty in arriving at a conclusion on the 
information before me. -I have not the least doubt in the 
“world that such a will as that now under consideration, is of 
purely European origin; that the idea of making such a will 
was never heard of till we came into the country ; that long after 
we came into the country, the idea of making such a will was never 
entertained by Hindus, and that down to the present moment, 
far from there being any established usage to make such wills, it 
is extremely rare still to find wills made at all, out of Calcutta. 

I observe that in the case I have already referred to, the Privy 
Council say that the power to dispose of property by way of re- 
mainder upon an event which is to happen (if it all) immediately 
on the close of a life in being, has long been recognized in prac- 
tice in Bengal. Of course, I am not now questioning the deci- 
sion of the Privy Council that such a power does exist, nor has 
that decision any"direct bearing on the present case. But my 
own conclusions from the information before me, are so widely 
different, that I think it right to state (which I should not other- 
wise have thought it necessary to do) apart of the grounds on 
which I form my conclusion. 

Had wills of any kind, certainly had wills of at all a compli- 
cated character, been common in Bengal, it seems to me impos- 
sible that they could not have borne their natural fruit in the 

(1) 6 Moore’s I. A., 526. 
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188 __shape of litigation. And the cases in which documents of a really 


‘een Keyn- testamentary character have come before the Courts from any 
maD other part of Bengal except Calcutta, are extremely few. On 
Kuasa searching the Indices, I find in Marshall’s, Hay’s, and Sutherlanda’ 
Enea Reports, which cover the proceedings of this Court on the Appel- 

late Side for the last six years, four cases of so called wills of 
Hindus: Baboo Kuldeb Narayan Sahi v. Musst. Umahumari (1); 
Giridhari Das v. Nandhishor Dutt Mohant(2); Saraswati Dast v. 

Purna Chandra Roy (3); ; and Tin Cowri Dasi v. Hurihur 
Mookerjee (4). 

In the case in Hay’s Report, the doa which is called a 
will, is really only an appointment by a Mohant of his successor. 
The case in Marshall is a very curious one, and shows how little 
the testamentary power is understood amongst Hindus. The « 
deceased had a desire to alter the succession to his property ; 
but evidently both he and his mookhtear were quite unaware that 
he could do so directly by will. He, therefore, executed a power 
of attorney in favor of his mookhtear, empowering him to apply 
to the Collector for a mutation of names, so as to carry out his 
object, and as it appears to me, intending that this application 
should be made while he was yet alive; and this was actually 
done, the application being made tliree days, before the so-called 
testator’s death. Thecaseof Tin Cowrt Dasi v. Hurthur Mooher-~ 
jee (4) arose out of a Calcutta will of the simplest possible kind. 
In the case of Saraswati Dasi v. Purna Chandra Roy (3), the 
document professes to be a permission to adopt, which it is, and it 
is only so far testamentary, inasmuch as it takes the management 

„Of the property to some extent out of the hands of the widows, and 
gives bequests to the managers. I consider this last to be the only 
instance, in these Reports, of a true will executed out of Calcutta. 

In Carrau’s Index of the Sudder Dewanny Adawlut Decisions 
from 1792 to 1855, I find four cases having reference to so called 
wills of Hindus. In Eshan Chandra Rai v. Iswar Chandra 
Rai (5), the document is described as a deed of gift executed 
shortly before the donor’s death. In Srinarayan Rat v. Bhya 
Jha (6), the testamentary act was the adoption of a son by a lady 


(1) Mar., 357. (3) 4 W. R., 55. (5) 1 Sel. S. D. B, 2. 
(2) 2 Hay, 633, (4) 8 W. R., 308. (8) 2 Sel, 8. D. R., 23. 
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on her death-bed, and declaring him malik of all her property, 
moveable and immoveable. noe Musst. Abea v. Iswar Chandra 
Ganguli (1), the docninientt yas a deed of gift executed and 
acted upon during the life-time’ of the parties. The report of 
the case of Mukhun Lal v. Hurlal Mohant (2), does not show 
what the nature of the document was, but assuming it to be a 
true will, this would, with the first, which is also doubtful, make 
two more instances. 

In Morley’s Digest, four additional cases are mentioned as bear- 
ing on the subject of so called wills of Hindu in Bengal. That 
of Kishen Govind v. Ladlee Mohan Thakur (3) is purely a case 
of a deed also. At the most three doubtful cases are thus added 
to the list. 

Thus taking in all the unknown and doubtful cases, eight 
cases on the subject of Hindu wills out of Calcutta are all that 
I have been able to discover since 1792. 

Six cases of testamentary dispositions by Hindus in Bengal 
are reported by Moore as having come before the Privy Council 
in the last 30 years. 

N. W. P.—Rewan Persad v. Musst. Radha Bibi (4). 

Caleutta.—S. M. Surjamani Dossee v. Denobandu Mullick (5). 

Dacca.— Sonatan Bysak ys. M. Jagatsundari Dossee (6). 

Mofussil.— Golab Kunwari Bibi v. Iswar Chandra Chow- 
dhry (7). 

N. W. P.—Nana Narayan Rao v. Hari Panth Bhao (8). 

Mofussil.— Musst. Bhooban Mey D Debi v. Ram Kishore Arhan 
Chowdhry (9). 

Two of these come from the N. W. Provinces, one from Cal- 
cutta, one from Dacca, and two from other parts of Lower Bengal, 

I have also, upon this point, consulted my learned colleagues, 
Mr. Justice L. S. Jackson and Mr. Justice Dwarkanath Mitter, 
whose long and varied experience gives to their opinion very 
great weight, and they inform me that genuine wills of Hindus 
which alter the succession, are out of Calcutta, still rare. I 


(1) 2 Sel. S. D. R., 290. (8) 8 Moore I. A., 66. 

(2) S. D. R., 1853, 489, (7) 8 Moore I. A., 447, 
- (8) 2 Bel. S. D. R., 309. (8) 9 Moore I. A. 96. 

(4) 4 Moore I, A., 137 (9) 10 Moore I. A., 279. 


(5) 6 Mooie L A., 526, aud 9 tb., 123. 
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have algo made inquiries amongst Hindus of great professional 
experience in the law, and their opinion is to the same_effect. 
That testamentary alienation is far more common in Calcutta, 
I have no doubt, and also that wills there made, are much more 
complicated in their provisions than those of the provinces. But 
where a custom prevails exceptionally in a well defined district 
only, it isI think right to infer either that it is one peculiar to 
the district or that it is‘an abuse. J have never heard it suggested 
that there was any custom of making wills peculiar to Hindus in 


, Calcutta. It must, therefore, be an abuse, ifit in any way exceeds 
` the power as exercised in Bengal generally. Of course, such wills 


swell the general list of instances, and must be, therefore, taken 
into account, but the effect of such instances will be greatly 
diminished, if there be circumstances which explain how it is 
that testamentary alienation, which is elsewhere rare, is common 


- in Calcutta. That there are such circumstances, no one can doubt, 


The wills of Hindus in Calcutta are in any but their very 
simplest form of undoubtedly English origin, in this sense, that 
the Hindus have learned from us the habit of making such wills, 
and the usage in Calcutta is not a Hindu usage, but an English 
usage adopted by Hindus. Not that even in Calcutta, have I 
any reason to suppose, that such wills as that now under consi- 
deration, are common. I believe that they are of very recent 
origin, and probably owe their existence to some discussions 
which have taken place in this Court and in the Privy Council, 
and which have been’ misunderstood. That they will become 
common, if the testamentary capacity is affirmed to that extent, 
I think not unlikely. 

I observe also that the Privy Council (1) still speak somewhat 
doubtfully of the power of a Hindu to make such substitutions 
as had been declared valid in Surjamani Dossee’s case (2). It 
may be, therefore, that further inquiry has led their Lordships 
to doubt the entire correctness of their former information as to 
the usage of Hindus, 

I have put-~the case on what I conceive to be the true ground, 
namely, the usage of the people in respect of testamentary aliena- 
tion, and not of alienation of living persons, but I would add 


that I should arrive at precisely the same result, were I to 
(1) 10 Moore, L A. 311. , (2) 6 Moore L A., 526, 
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enquire what is the usage of the people in respect of alienations 
of the latter kind. l 
From the confusion already pointed out between deeds of gift 


by living persons and wills in the Indices here, I have had to. 


examine a great number of cases of the former kind, and I find 
no semblance of an attempt to dispose of property by alienation 
during life-time in such a manner as this testator has thought 
proper to dispose of it by will. I believe such a gift of pro- 
perty, whether made by deed or will, would be equally foreign to 
the general habits, ideas, and usages of Hindus, and an excess 
of the rights of property as recognized generally in India, I 
have no hesitation in holding it to be void. 

After the Chief Justice’s own explanation of the case of Gober- 
dhon Bysak v. Sham Chand Bysak (1), it is hardly necessary 
for me to say anything upon it. But I may remark that I have 
from the first understood the observations of the Chief Justice 
in that case to amount to this: That it being assumed to be a 
principle of Hindu law that a gift can be made to an idol 
which is a caput mortuum, and incapable of alienating, you can- 
not break in upon that principle by engrafting upon it the Eng- 
lish law of perpetuities. With that I perfectly concur. 

Upon the second ground of appeal which raises the question, 
whether in the event of the failure of the trusts for accumulation, 
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the defendant is entitled to the property for his own use and ` 


benefit, I think that he is not. The whole scheme of the will 
was conceived with a certain object, which object has failed, and 
assuming that there is a devise to the grandson, at all, which Mr. 
Justice Norman donbts, still I think it is clear that the testator 
did not intend that he should take any beneficial interest, beyond 
the prescribed sum for maintenance during the 99 years. Of 
course, the question how far the devise, if any there be, may hold 
good for the purpose of carrying out the inteitions of the testa- 
tor by payment of legacies, is not under consideration. 

I agree the decree should be affirmed, and the appeal dismissed 
with costs. 


Attorneys for the appellant: Messrs. Bonnerjee & Bose. 


Attorneys for the respondent: Messrs. Watkins, Stokoe, & Co. 
. (1) Bourke, 282. 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice Phear. 
COOK anp otaaes v. JADAB OHANDRA NANDI. 
Res-adjudicata— Continuing Contract—Estoppel—Damages. 


A, on 1st February 1868, entered into a contract with B to supply him with straw 
for 12 months: “ The supplies to be sent as ordered daily.” On the 12th of March, 
B broughtan action in the Small Cause Court against A, “for damages sustained 
by the’ plaintiff by reason of A’s having failed to supply straw as agreed upon.” 
The Judge decided the questions in issue, namely of the factum of the contract and 
the authority of the person who executed it in A’s behalf, in favor of B, and gave 
him a decree. On the 21st of April, a second suit was brought by B against A on 
the same contract, The claim was “for damages sustained by the plaintiff by reason 
of A’s having failed to supply straw, as agreed, from the 20th February to the 
17th April” That suit was dismissed, the Judge holding that the matter was res- 
adjudicata, as he considered that the contract was an entire one, and that B had shewn 
by suing on it for general damages, that he treated it as such, and had elected to 
rescind it. On the 9th of May, a rule nisi was granted for a new trial, and on the 
16th May, the role was made absolute.~ On the 12th June at the new trial a decree 
was made in favor of B, for so much of the damages claimed as had been sustained 
subsequently to the date of the decree of the 25th March. In an action brought by B, 
on the same contract, for damages sustained between the 17th April and the 16th of 
June, by reason of A having failed to supply straw according to the terms of the same 
contract, A denied that there had been any such contract; and further pleaded that 
the matter of the contract, if there had been one, had already been adjudicated upon. 
On reference from the Small Oause Court, held, that the finding of the Judge upon the 
contract in the action brought on the 12th March was conclusive between the parties, 
and that A’s plea of res-adjudtcata was not well founded. 


Tus was a reference from the Calcutta Court of Small 
Causes, for the opinion ofthe High Court, under section 7 of 
Act XX VI. of 1864; upon the following questions: 

The facts were stated as follows by the first Judge (Mr. 
Fagan) of the Small Cause Court, in referring the case: “The 
plaintiffs are now suing for Rs. 987-9-3 for damages sustained 
by them between the 17th day of April and the 16th day of June 
1868, both days imclusive, by reason of the defendant failing 
to supply straw according to the terms of the contract entered 
into by him with the plaintiffs. They putin the contract marked 
A. which is in the following terms: 


“ Calcutta, lst February 1868. 
«J, the undersigned, on behalf of my principal, Jadab Chandra 
Nandy, of Mitiaburuj, near the Town of Calcutta, do hereby 
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undertake to supply to Messrs. Cook & Co., of Dharamtollah, - 1868 
for the space of twelve months from the date, all such paddy Coox 
straw, of a good and serviceable quality, as per sample, weighing Javas 

three seers, left in their office, as may be required for the use of cla 
* their horses, at the stable in Dharamtollah and elsewhere, during 

the time specified. The supplies to be sent as ordered daily, 

and in default of compliance with this condition, Messrs. Cook 

and Co. shall be at liberty to procure so much, as they may require, 

from the bazars, and deduct the extra cost from the amount of 

my account against them then unpaid, or should there not be 

sufficient arrears, I agree to pay them the amount of the differ- 

ence from succeeding bills. 

* The rate to be paid for the straw, shall be three rupees eight 
annas per kahan of 80 bundles, delivered at either of Cook 
and Co.’s stables. 


(Signature in Bengali.)” 


“The defendant denied that there had been any such contract, 
and pleaded, further, that the matter of the contract, if there 
had been one, had been already adjudicated upon. 

“ On the 12th March last, the plaintiffs had already sued the de- 
fendant for rupees 198 on the same contract. The cause of action 
was then general, and expressed in the following words, viz.: 
“for damages sustained by the plaintiffs by reason of your failing 
to supply straw as agreed between you and them.” On the 25th 
March, I decreed that case in plaintiff’ favour. The two questions 
of the factum of the contract and of the authority of the person . 
who executed the contract on his behalf, were directly in issue, 
and were both decided by me in favor of the plaintiffs. On 
this ground I considered that the defendant was estopped in the 
present suit from pleading that there was no such contract 
between him and the plaintiffs as the plaintiffs relied on. 

“On the 21st April last, the plaintiffs instituted a second suit 
against the same defendant. It was based on the same contract, 
but the cause of action was special, being limited in time as to the 
damages claimed, It was in the following terms, viz.: “for damages 
sustained by the plaintiffs by reason of your failing to supply straw, 
as agreed between youand them from 20th February to 17th April.” 
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The amount claimed was Rs. 480:9-6, On the 6th May last, I 


, dismissed that suit, holding that it was res-adjudicata I considered 


that: the contract was an entire one, and that the plaintiffs-had 
shewn by suing on it, for general damages, that they treated it 
themselves as such, and had elected to rescind it; On the 9th 


- May, the second Judge and I concurred in granting a rule nisi 


‘to shew cause why a new trial should not be had in this second’ 
suit. The rule came on for argument before Mr. Thomson and 
two other Judges, on the 16th May, during my absence from 
Calcutta, and was made absolute; andon the 12th June, on 
the new trial, a decree was passed for Rs. 157-12-0, being 
so much of the damages claimed as had been sustained subse- 
quently to the date of the decree passed by me on the 26th 
March. In this case, also, the defendant wished to raise again 
the plea of non-assumpsit, but was not allowed to do so, the 
judgment of the 25th March being considered to operate as an 
estoppel. In this case now under reference, after the plea of non- 
assumpsit had been disposed of, the plaintiffs replied with respect 
to the plea of res-adjudicata that the defendant was estopped 
from raising it, inasmuch ag that very issue had been raised 
on the argument of the rule nisi on the 16th May, and had 
been decided against him.) Defendant had then relied on the 
judgment of the 25th March as terminating all questions of 
damage arising out of non-performance of the contract marked 
A, and it had then been ruled that the judgment of the 26th 
March established the validity of the contract, but had no such 
effect as to determine that the damages awarded were in respect 
of the whole contract, that question not having been then raised 
and it being impossible at the time for plaintiffs to prove more 
damages than had actually at the date of that suit been sustained. 
As it is certain that this plea was raised, argued, and decided on 
the 16th “May, I considered that plaintiffs are right in contend- 
ing that the defendant is estopped from raising it again now, 
although I am not sure that I should have concurred in the 
decision of the 16th May, as I certainly understood, the suit of 
the 21st March to be for general damages on the entire contract, 
and the terms of the cause of action seem to point to the same 
conclusion. Still this question was perhaps not directly raised 
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in the first suit, and the decisions of the 16th May § and 12th June 1868 
are, at any rate, final judgments of this Court; and I cannot’ ` Coox 
re-open them without assuming to myself the sight, which I'do Janas 
not possess, of sitting in appeal from the judgments of my Meo ganomi 
* thew Judges.” 
_ The following were the questions submitted for he: ie 
of the Court: ) 
‘1. Whether the defendant was estopped by the decision of i 
the Court dated March 25th, 1868, from raising in a second suit 
the plea of non-assumpsit ? 
2. Whether the defendant was estopped by the judgments 
of the Court of the 16th of May and 12th of June 1868 from 
raising the plea of res-adjudicata, and basing it on the judgment 
a of March 25th, with respect to the question of damages? 
Subject to the opinion of the High Court, a decree was given 
for the plaintiff for the whole sum claimed, with costs. 


The Advocate General (Mr. Evans with him), for the plaintiffs, 
contended, that the defendant was estopped from raising either the 
plea of non-assumpsit, or that of res-adjudicata, and cited the cases 
of Boileau v. Rutlin (1); Routledge v. Hislop (2); Lord Bagot 
v. Williams (3); and Mohi Sahu v. Forbes (4). [Norman, J., 
referred to Martindale v. Smith (5). | 


Mr. Kennedy, for the defendant, contended that the action was 
not maintainable. The plaintiff might have sued in the Small 
Cause Court for the whole damages, treating the contract as 
renounced; but now having sued only for some of the damages, 
he must be considered to have made his election of the way he 
should get his remedy. Goodman v. Pocock (6); Hochster v. 
De La Tour (7); Richardson v. Mellish (8); Per Pollock, c. B., in 
Grimbly v. Aykroyd (9):—The plea of res-judicata is open to the 
defendant—Kripa Ram v. Bhagwan Das (10)—and‘is a bar 
to the action. The defendant is not estopped in any way by 


(1) 2 Exch., 685. . (8) 15 Q B., 576. 
(2) 29 L. J., M. O., 90. (7) 2 E. & B., 678. 
(3) 3B & C. 235. (8) 2 Bing., 229. 
(4) 6 W. R, Act X. Rul., 61. (9) 1 Exch., 479. 


(5) 1 Q. B., 389. (10) 1 B. L. R. (A. C.) 68. s 
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‘the record, and it ‘is only by the record he can be estopped. A 
` record cannot be supplemented by evidence. 


Í Me. Branson, on the same “adsl plaintiff might have 
waited until-the end of the twelve months, or he might at once ` 
have brought his action treating the contract as rescinded, Mansuk , 
Das v: Rangya Chetti (1). He chose to treat it as rescinded, 


and he cannot now treat it as existing, and bring an action for ` 
the breach of it. 
The Sener General, in reply.—It appears from the record — 
that the contract was denied in the three actions, and the Judge | 
says all the actions are brought on the same contract ; ‘which 
must be taken to be the fact. It has been said that the kaan 
question is raised here as in the second action, but that i is not 80. 
It need not appear in the record that the action is “not the same. 
Hitchin v. Campbell (2). rn 
, Norman, J.—It appears that in a suit on the same written 
contract, instituted on the 12th of March in this year, for 
breaches of it, which had then been committed, the defendant 
put in an answer in these terms: “ Denies liability.” The Judge 
says, “the two questions of the factum of the contract and of 
the authority of the person who executed the contract on his 
behalf were directly in issue, and were both decided by me in 
favor of plaintiffs,” who had judgment accordingly. The Judge 
says, “on this ground-I consider that the defendant was estopped 
“in the present suit from pleading that there was no such con- 
“tract between him and the plaintiffs, as the plaintiffs relied on.” 
The effect in evidence of a verdict on a former trial on the 
same point between the same parties is discussed at great length 
by Lord Ellenborough in delivering the judgment of the Court 
of King’s Bench in the case of Outram v. Morewood (3). He 
concludes by-saying, “none of the cases cited on the part of the 
plaintiffs negative “the conclusiveness of a verdict found on any 
e precise point once put in issue between the same parties. The 
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“cases adverted to on the other side are, in our opinion, ag well-- 1868 


“as upon the reason and convenience of the thing, and the 
“analogy to the rules of -law in other cases, decisive that the 


` defendants in this case are estopped by the former verdict and 


«judgment on the same point in the action of trespass.” In the 
Duchess of Kingston’s case (1), in delivering the opinions of the 
Judges in the House of Lords, Chief Justice DeGrey says: 


‘« From the variety of cases relative to judgments being given in 


“ evidence in civil suits, the deduction seems to follow as gener- 
“ally true, that the judgment of a Court of concurrent jurisdic- 
tion directly upon the point is, as a plea, a bar, or, as evidence, _ 
“conclusive between the same parties upon the same matter, 
“directly in question in another Court.” 

Such being the law, I think that as the same point directly 
in issue was tried and decided in the former suit, and as a 
decree upon such finding passed against the defendant, the former 
decision may be treated as a conclusive finding that the defend- 


`ant did contract as alleged. I do not desire to be understood as 


saying that such a finding is necessarily and in all cases absolute- 


- ly conclusive. But here it is not suggested that the former 


decision was obtained by fraud, or surprise, or that there was any 
fraud whatever for re-opening the question once solemnly decided. 

As to the second point—The contract is a contract to supply 
straw for a period of 12 months, the supplies to be sent as ordered 
daily. It appears that on the 12th of March the plaintiffs sued 
“‘ for damages by reason of the defendants failing to supply straw 
as agreed.” They claimed and recovered Rs. 198. 

One of the questions raised by the defendant is whether, after 
a recovery of damages on a plaint so framed, any second action 
can be maintained by the plaintiff on the contract; it was gravely 
argued that the contract was not severable.. It seems to me that 


it would be just as reasonable to contend that if a man letsa - 


house for a year, at a monthly rent, he could not sue month by 
month for his rent. Day by day, as the defendant fails to supply 
straw as ordered, new breaches of the contract arise, and in 
respect of such breaches new causes of action arise from day to 
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day. It-is quite clear that in the suit brought on the 12th of 
March, the plaintiffs were only entitled to recover damages for 
the breaches that.had occurred down to that day, and the damages 
were not, and could not have been a satisfaction of subsequent 
breaches. Whether the plaintiffs could have rescinded the con- 
tract or not, there is nothing whatever to lead to the inference 
‘that they did so, certainly no such inference can be drawn from 
the fact that they took the most active steps to enforce the con- 
tract, by suing promptly for breaches of it. 

Whether the claim now made was adjudicated upon in the suit 
of the 12th of March, is a question of fact. If there was a doubt 
about it arising from any ambiguity in the frame of the former 
plaint, it was open to the plaintiffs to shew by extrinsic evidence 
that the causes of action were not the same. That was decided a 
in Bagot v. Williams (1). : 

The second point stated was not argued before us. I may 
observe, however, thatthe decision, in the former suit, of the Judges 
of the Small Cause Court, on the motion for the new trial, over- 
ruling that of the first Judge on a mere point of law, though 
properly followed by the learned first Judge in this suit, is not 
an estoppel. The decree appears to be perfectly correct. The 
defendant must pay the costs of the case sent up. 


Parar, J.—Generally a plaintiff's cause of action in any suit 
(excepting certain limited classes of suits) may be considered as 
divided into two essentially distinct parts, namely: 

1. A right on his side, proprietary, contractual, or resting on 
duty as against the defendant. 

2. Infringement of that right by the defendant. ; 

If the right be put im issue, and a judicial decision be arrived 
at on that issue, whether affirming or negativing the right, I 
think the decision is conclusive between the same parties in any 
future action, which may he brought by either of them against 
the other relative to the same matter of right (see Outram v. 
Morewood) (2). 

In the case before us all three of the plaintiffs’ actions were 
founded upon the same right, viz., the right created by the alleged 
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contract, the causes of action differed, if at all, the cone from the 
others, in the acts of infrmgement which were complained ef. 
The learned first Judge of thé Small Cause Court states that 
the right under the contract was put in issue in the first action, 
and judicially determined in favor of the plaintiffs. It seems to 
me, therefore, that the defendant could not in the succeeding action 
again dispute the plaintiffs’ right which had been so determined. 
I also think from the learned Judge’s statement that the con- 
tract was a continuing contract not capable of being discharged 
by one act of the defendant, but requiring for its fulfilment a 
series of such acts extending over a considerable period of time: 
Had one act of the defendant sufficed for due performance on his 
part, and had the action been brought against him for his omission 
to do this act, there could have been force in Mr. Kennedy’s 
argument urged to show that no second action would He. The 


matter of the contract between the parties would “have been ` 


bréught to an end by reason of the plaintiff having sued the 
defendant in respect of the whole of that which it lay upon the 
latter to do. The plaintiff could not enjoy simultaneously a remedy 
in the shape of damages, and a continuing right of performance 
in respect of the same thing. But nothing of that kind has, in 

my opinion, happened here. The plaintiff brought his first suit 
merely for such default of the defendant, under the contract, as 
had taken place at the time of instituting the suit. He did not, 
as he probably might, elect to treat the defendant’s default as 
sufficient ground for rescinding the contract and sue as for non- 
performance of the whole. He chose rather to keep the defend- 
ant to his bargain and to maintain his right to receive from him 
thé benefit of the continuing contract, notwithstanding the 
breaches thereof, which the latter had already committed. This 
course, he was, I think, perfectly entitled to take (see Unwin v. 
Clarke (1) and cases there cited) even although the defendant had, 
previously to the institution of the first suit, unmistakeably, 
exhibited his intention not in any way to perform his part in the 
contract. This being so, while the right which formed the basis 
of the cause of action remained the same in all the suits, the 
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infringement complained of was different in the different suits, 
and consequently the several causes of action differed. 

On the whole, therefore, I am of opinion that in the second and 
third suits, the defendant ought not to be allowed to dispute the 
contract, and that his plea of res-adjudicata is not well founded. 


Attorneys for the plaintiffs: Messrs. Carruthers & Co. 


Attorney for the defendants: Baboo D. C. Dutt. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Markby. 


BARLOW (Puarnrtirr) Arpsriaxt v. COCHRANE (Darenbant) 
Rasponpant. 


Sale af Goods—Specific Appropriation—Insolvent Act—Order and Dispost- 
ton—Equitable Assignment. 


In 1862, the plaintiff's former firm of J. S. B. and B., of Manchester, entered 
into an agreement with §. and Co., of London, and B. and Co., of Calcutta, to pur- 
chase and ship, on the joint account of the three firms, certain goods to B. and 0o., 
each firm taking one-third share of the profit or loss in “the transaction ; and by the 
agreement, it was stipulated as follows :— 

«J, 8. B. and B. to draw at six months on 8. and Co., for cost of goods, inclading 
“ packing charges ; said bills to be discounted (and domiciled) at Overend, Gurney 
“and Co.’s, at lẹ per cent. in excess of Bank minimum rate. B. and Co. to remit 
« their three months’ or six months’ drafts as may appear most desirable on 8. and 
s Co., in favor of J. 8. B. and B., which Overend, Gurney and Co. agree to take at 
14 above Bank minimum rate for three months, and 14 percent, for six montha, as 
“ provision for said six months’ drafts. B. and Co., on sale of goods, to specially 
“ remit proceeds to Overend, Gurney and Co., in first class bills drawn in favor of 
“« Overend, Gurney and Oo., Overend, Gurney and Co. agree to give up B. and Co.’a 
“ drafts on S. and Co., on receipt ofthe said remittances under rebate. In the eyent 
“ of N. and Co., being brought under cash advances, J. 8. B. and B. agree to find 
« cash to the extent of one-third the amount.” In 1863, J. S. B., one of the members 
of the firm of J. B. B. and B., retired from the firm, which was carried on under 
the name of T. B. and Bro., and the agreement of 1862 was continued by that firm 
with the two other firms of 8. and Co. and B. and Co. Under it certain goods were, 
in September, October, and November 1866, purchased by the plaintiff, and shipped 
to B. and Co., on triplicate account, and bills were drawn by the plaintiff on $. 
and Ço. as agreed, and were deposited with A. C. and Co., not with O. G. and Co. On 
the 2nd of January 1887, in consideration of the plaintiff taking on himself all the 
risk attaching to the said goods, S. and Co. and B. and Co, transferred all their right, 
title, and interest in the said goods to the plaintiff. This agreement was signed on 
behalf of B. and Co. by L. B. in his own name, one of the members of the fim then 
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in London, who stated that he had the authority of his partners for so doing. On this 
agreement being made, B. and Co., by the direction of the plaintiff, handed over 
the goods and documents relating thereto to B. B. and Co., of Calcutta, on the 16th 
January 1867. B.and Co. stopped payment on the 27th December 1866, and J. H. 
R., tho only partner of that firm then in Calcutta, filed his petition in the Insolvent 
Court there on the 7th February 1867. L. B. filed his petition in the said Court on 
the 18th May 1867. S, and Co, stopped payment in December 1866. On the 16th 
March 1867, an order of the Insolvent Court was made in the matter of -the petition 
of J. H. R., and in pursuance of this order, B. B. and Co. delivered to the defendant, 
as official assignee and assignee of the estate of the said J. H. R., the unsold goods 
in their hands, which had been transferred to them by B. and Co., and the net pro- 
ceeds of those which they had sold. 


Held, by Norman, J.—That the agreement of January 2nd was frandolent and 
void against the creditors of B. & Oo., under 18 Eliz., C. 5, if not void under section 
24 of the Indian Insolvont Act. 


æ On appeal, held by Pracoox, C. J.—That the goods were sent to B. and Co. on a 
special trust, and there was a specific appropriation of the proceeds binding in the case 
either of insolvency or bankruptcy ; that the agreement of January 2nd was valid 
and binding on the assignee of B. and Co. ; that by it the property in the goods passed 
, to T. B. and Bro., but if it did not, the proceeds were specifically appropriated to 
taking up the bills of B. and Oo. on 8. and Co., and until they were paid, B. and 
Co. had no interest in the goods which could justify their assignee in stopping 
the remittance of the proceeds, or of taking the property out of the possession of 
B. B. and Co. ; that the plaintiff was entitled to the proceeds with interest from the 
time the proceeds and goods were handed over to the assignee ; and that the goods 
were notin the order and disposition of J. H. R., at the time of his filing his 
petition within section 23 of the Indian Insolvent Act. 


Per Margsy, J.—Each of the two firms and Barlow were in the out-set part 
owners of these goods, and each became liable to the others to contribgte his share 
towards the cost price thereof. In November 1866, there ceased to be a binding 
agreement to remit the proceeds to O. G. and Co., and no new agreement was sub- 
stituted. The agreemont of 2nd Jauuary did not renew the right to have the pro- 
ceeds remitted for special appropriation ; and it was moreover a fraudulent pre- 
ference and void, so far as B. and Co. were concerned. On 16th January, when 
the goods were transferred to plaintiff, he was mercly a creditor ; and, therefore, a 
transfer for his benefit, within two months of filing petition of insolvency, was 
void under section 24 of the Insolvent Act. 


Per Peacocx, C. J., and Manxsy, J.—That an order, under section 26 of the 
Indian Insolvent Act, does not prevent the owner of the property, which is the sub- 
ject of the order, from sning the assignee to establish his right to it 


THIs suit was brought to obtain a declaration of the rights 
of the plaintiff in a sum of Rs. 90,565-0-1, and in respect of 


12 original bales of goods, or the nett proceeds of the sale 
thereof. The plaint also prayed for an interim injunction to 
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restrain the defendant, John Cochrane, from parting with the said 
monies and goods which had come into his hands as Offcial 


, Assignee under the bankruptcy of Balfour and Co., of Calcutta, 


and also that a certain order of the Insolvent Court, dated 
March 16th, 1867 (1), might be set aside, ifit appeared to be 
necessary. | 

The plaintiff alleged that, for some time prior to the year 
1863, he carried on business at Manchester, "in partnership with 
J. S. Bolton, as merchants, under the style and firm of-J. S. 
Bolton and Barlow; and certain persons then carried on business 
in partnership, as merchants at London, under the style and firm 
of Small and Co. ; and Lewis Balfour the elder, James Hamilton 
Robinson, and Lewis Balfour the younger carried ‘on business in 
partnership, as merchants and agents at Calcutta, under the styles 


_ and firm of Balfour and Co. 


That, in 1862, the following agreement, in respect of the 


purchase and shipment of goods to Calcutta from England, was . 


entered into between the three firms :— 


“Memorandum of agreement regarding goods bought by 
& John S. Bolton and Barlow of Manchester, and shipped to 
s Messrs, Balfour and Co., Calcutta, for sale and return to 
cc Messrs. Overend, Gurney and Co., London. Messrs. Small 
“and Co., London, to fake one-third share of profit or loss ; 
“Messrs. Balfour and Co., Calcutta, to take one-third share of 
* profit é loss; John S. Bolton and Barlow, Manchester, to take 
“ one-third share of profit or loss. 

« That such goods as Small and Co. and John S. Bolton and 
«t Barlow deem advisable, shall be bought by. John S. Bolton and 
* Barlow. John S. Bolton and Barlow to charge no rommission 
“for buying and examining the goods, and to charge’ only usual 
* charges for packing and making up the goods. Small and Co. 
* to effect marine insurance, charging no commission. John S, 
% Bolton and Barlow to draw at six months on Small and Co., for 
* cost of goods, including packing charges, said bills to be 
& discounted and domiciled at Overend, Gurney and Co.’s at 
“14 per cent. in excess of Bank minimum rate. Balfour and Co. 
“ to remit their three months’ or six months’ drafts, as may appeat 

(i) 2L J, N. S, 273. 
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e most desirable, on Small and Co., in favor of John S. Bolton 1868 ` 
« and Barlow, which Overend, Gurney and Co. agree to take at BanLow 
“ 14 above Bank minimum rate for three months, and 14 per cent. Cocumang. 
‘* for six months as provision for said six months’ drafts, 

“ Balfour and Co., on sale of goods, to specially remit proceeds 
“ to Overend, Gurney and Co., in first class bills drawn in 
* favour of Overend, Gurney and Co. Overend, Gurney and Co. 
* agree to give up Balfour and Co.’s drafts on Small and Co., 
“ on receipt of the said remittances under rebate. 

“Balfour and Co. to chargeano commission for selling or 
“ guaranteeing sales, merely first charging actual disbursements 
** incurred. : 

“In the event of Small and Co. being brought under cash 

»“ advances, John S. Bolton and Barlow agree to find cash to 
“ the extent of one-third the amount.” 

That, in pursuance of this agreement, goods were, from time 
to time, purchased by John S. Bolton and Barlow, and shipped to 
Balfour and Co., at Calcutta, until some time in the year 1863, 
when‘John S. Bolton retired from the firm, which has since 
been carried on under the name of Thomas Barlow and Brother ; 
that, after the retirement of John S. Bolton, the agreement 
was continued by Thomas Barlow and Co., Small and Co., 
and Balfour and Co., and under it shipments were made to 
Balfour and Co., as before, on triplicate account; that, in the 
months of September, October, and November 1866, the plain- 
tiff purchased, in terms of the said original agreement, and 
on account of himself and the firms of Small and Co. and 
Balfour and Co., certain goods, which were shipped by him to 
Balfour and Co., at Calcutta; that these goods were all purchased 
and paid for by the plaintif only, and neither Small and Co., nor 
Balfour and Co., had any interest therein, save such as they 
might otherwise have under the said agreement, and that interest 
the plaintiff charged was limited to their one-third respective 
shares in the profits, if any, and the losses, if any ; that, in Decem- 
ber 1866, another agreement was come to between the plaintiff 
and the firms of Small and Co. and Balfour and Co., where- 
by, in consideration of the plaintiff taking upon himself solely 
(which he did) all the risk and responsibility attaching to the 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA. [B. L. R. 


said goods, which had not then reached Calcutta, and discharging 
Small and Co. and Balfour and Co. from all liability to pay any 
losses which might accrue thereon, those firms transferred to the 
plaintiff all their respective right, title, and interest in the said 
goods ; that, about the 18th December 1866, the plaintiff directed 
Balfour and Co. to hand over the goods and the documents relat- 
ing thereto to Barton, Baynes and Co., of Calcutta, which Balfour 
and Co. thereupon did, on the 16th of January 1867, taking a 
receipt from them for the same. That the goods arrived at Cal- 
cutta in due course, and on arrival were taken possession of by 
Barton, Baynes and Co. 


That the firm of Balfour and Co. stopped payment on the 27th 
December 1866, and James Hamilton Robinson, the only partner 
of that firm then in Calcutta, filed his petition in the Court À“ 
for the Relief of Insolvent Debtors at Calcutta, on,the 7th Feb- 
ruary 1867; another partner, Lewis Balfour, the elder, in such 
firm, filed his petition in the said Court on the 18th May 1867. 

That the firm of Small and Co. stopped payment in Lopdoni in 
December 1866. 


That portions of the goods were sold by Barton, Baynes and 
Co., on account of the plaintiff; and on the 1st of March 1867, 
that firm received a notice on the terms following :— 


Messrs. Barton, BAYNES AND Co. z 
e 

GENTLEMEN, —Wo are instructed by J. Cochrane, official assignee, 
and assignee of the estate and effectsof J. H. Robinson (late a member 
of Balfour and Co. of this town, merchants, and now an insolvent debtor, ) 
to demand of you, which we hereby do, the immediate delivery over 
to him of the Bills of Lading and other documents connected with a 
shipment of 268 packages of Manchester goods, handed over to you 
in the beginning of January last, by the said J. H. Robinson, and to 
intimate that, unless you do so before noon to-morrow, legal proceedings 
will be adopted without further notice. Dated this 1st day of March 
1867. 


Yours obediently, 
t 
(Sd.) HATOH AND STEWART, 
Attorneys for the said J. Cochrane. 
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The said firm of Barton, Baynes and Co. replied thereto, 1868 
through their attorney, as follows :— ey 
Coonmrank. 
Messrs. HATOH AND Stewart. 


GENTLEMEN, —With reference to the demand made by your letter, 
or notice, dated yesterday, upon my clients, Messrs. Barton, Baynes and 
Co, under- instructions from the official assignee of the estate and 
effects of J. H. Robinson, late of the firm of Balfour and Co., and now 
an insolvent debtor, to deliver over cortain bills of lading and other 
documents relating “to a shipment of certain goods, and which were 
handed over to them by Mr. J. H. Robinson, I am instructed to 
inform you that the goods in question were shipped on triplicate 
account under a special agreement with Messrs. Balfour and Co, and 
two others ; subsequently, the whole of such goods were taken over by 
‘one only of the three parties; and, in accordance with which agree- 
ments, Mr. J. H. Robinson handed over the bills of lading to my 
clients, who were duly authorized, under a power of attorney, to receive 
and dispose of them for the sole owner. 

My clients, under the circumstances, decline to comply with the 
demand made. 


Yours faithfully, 
(Sd.) Geo. Jas, OLIVER. 


That, on the 16th of March 1867, an order was made in the 
matter of the petition of the said J. H. Robinson, whereby 
Barton, Baynes and Co. were ordered to re-endorse and deliver 
to the defendant, as the official assignee, and assignee of the 
estate and effects of J. H. Robinson, the bills of lading of 
the said goods, and to account to the said assignee for such goods, 
bills of lading, and other documents belonging to the estate, 
as they might have parted with. In pursuance of this order, Bar-_ 
ton, Baynes and Co. handed over 12 original bales, and also the 
account sales and nett proceeds of the remainder of all the said 
goods, amounting to the sum of Rs. 90,563, to the defendant, 
J. Cochrane. 


The following letters relating to the subject-matter of this 
guit passed Between the parties :— 
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12, LEADENHALL STREET, Loxpon, E. C., 
Tth November, 1866. 
Messrs. THOMAS BARLOW AND BROTHER, MANCHESTER. 


Drar Sms,—We are favored with yours of 6th instant, returning to 
us sundry invoices of goods shipped by yourselves on triplicate account, s8 
arranged with Messrs. Balfour, and requesting fresh invoices to be made 
out, directing returns to be remitted to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and 
Co., for special appropriation. Ifyou will be good enough to refer to our 
respects to your address (copy herewith) under date 17th May last, you 
will find that we consented to such an arrangement, provided that 
Messrs. Alexander, on their part, engage to keep us out of cash advance 
in the meantime, and to return us our acceptances on their getting 
Indian remittances, and accounting to us for any surplus. Since then 
we have no recollection of any such stipulation having been agreed 


“ to. Have you arranged for such being given us by Messrs. Alexander and 


Co., we are perfectly willing to do our part, if Messrs. A. C>and Co., agree 
to your proposition. You had copies of the previous invoices, also of the 
instruction as to returns in Bank bills, and we thought you fully approved 
thereof. We have no objections to communicate what we have written you 


. to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., but think you should be the 


parties to negotiate such a special operation. Whenever we hear from you 
with Messrs. Alexander’s letter to above proposal, we shall advise Balfour 
and Co. 
i We are, dear Sirs, 
Yours faithfully, 
SMALL AND Co. 


Extract of a letter from Messrs. SMALL AND Co., TO MEssRs. THOMAS 
BARLOW AND BROTHER, dated LONDON, 17th May 1866. 


Wo have never had any transactions with your friends, Messrs. 
Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., and though they give us an engagement 
that they will keep us out of cash advances on our acceptances to your 
good selves, we would willingly give the instruction you propose to Messrs. 
Balfour and Co., to remit proceeds of these goods to- Messrs. Alexander, 
Cunliffe and Co. We must decline doing so without this stipulation on their 
part; and farther that, on receipt of said remittances, they will at once give 
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up to our acceptances so otherwise provided for, as well as any surplus , 1868 
there may be on each transaction. SHould any difficulty arise in above aera 
respect with Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., it may be more mutually COONRANE. 
satisfactory to us both notto proceed further in these operations. Mr. 

Balfour is out of town at present, but will return next week ; and as it 

wasat his request we have been acting, we shall lay the matter before him. 


MANORESTER, 9th November 1866. 
Messrs. SMALL AND CO., LONDON. 


Dear Sins,—Referring to your favor of 7th instant, already under 
reply, we are quite aware that the matter regarding finance was left over 
and not decided finally either way ; but we had an impression, although we 
admit nothing was finally settled, that, at the termination of the first six 
months, we should find one-thirdin cash, and you and Messrs. Balfour 
find the remaining two-thirds in cash ; and that the proceeds were to be 
remitted to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. We would not like to name 
the subject of renewals in any shape or form to Messrs. Alexander, 
Cunliffe and Co., as we have no such business with them. Itis true we 
have had copies of previous invoices, but they had escaped the writer’s 
notice, As a rule we might keop you out of cash advance, by taking 
Balfour and Co.’s draft on your good selves at three months’ sight, i. e. 
giving you the money for your six months’ sight acceptances, and then ag 
reimbursement to us, taking B. and Co.’s draft on you at three months. At 
the same time we must state that we think in tight times we should both 
be prepared for you, finding your shares on cash, and we finding ours 
without any renewal. 


We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 
(Sd.) Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER. 


P. S.—In any case, however, the proceeds should be remitted to 
Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., who hold such for special appro- 
priation as indicated by you. 


(Sd.) THowas BARLOW AND BROTHER. 
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MANCHESTER, 12th November 1866. 
Mussrs. SMALL AND Co, LONDON. 


We have your favor of Saturday. The bills sre all discounted 

r with Alexander, Cunliffe and Oo., and perhaps as it ią so long since the 

Warwick Castle invoice was sent, it would be best to let it stand; but 

goods per Tantallon Castle and Kenilworth Castle, kindly have altered 

according to our letters of 6thinstant. In these cases we will find the 

fonds, in case proceeds of goods are not home in time to meet your 

acceptances, and most likely we will require Balfour and Co.’s draft 

on your good selves at three months’ sight to reimburse us. Any future 

trangactions we could only work upon the basis of our letter of 9th 
November. 

We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 
(Sd.) Tomas’ BARLOW AND BROTHER. 


MANCHESTER, 16th November 1866. 
Messrs, SMALL AND Co., LONDON. 


Drar Ss, —Referring to yours of 14th instant, we decline alto- 
gether to make any special arrangement with Alexander, Cunliffe and Oo., 
excepting that they are merely custodians of proceeds; and what we 
wish is for you to instruct Messrs. Balfour and Co. to send proceeds of 
goods per Tantallon Castle and Kenilworth Castle to Alexander, 
Cunliffe and Co., such proceeds to be kept by Alexander for special purpose 
of providing against bill. 

We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours faithfully, 
(Sd.) Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTOER. 


12, LEADENHALL STREET, Londo, E. C. 
lst December 1866. 
Mrzssrs. THOMAS BARLOW AND BROTHER, MANOHESTER. 


Dear Sws, —We havo your favor of yesterday, giving cover to copy 
of a letter from you to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., dated 28th 
November, and also handing the reply of Messrs. Balfour to you on the sub- 
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ject of remittances being made from Calcutta, direct to Messrs. Alexander, 1868 
Cunliffe and Co., for proceeds of goods shipped to Messrs. Balfour and Co, Barrow 
for cost of which you have drawn upon us; but we feel that the arrange- Gaa 
ment, as proposed by you, and as agreed to by Messrs. Alexander, 
Cunliffe and Co., does not include what to us is the most essential 
portion of the new proposal, viz., that your bills upon us should be 
distinctly enumerated, and Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. engage 
to discount the bills sent home according to our original agreement 
by Balfour’ and Co, on ourselves, to meet our acceptances to you; 
and that when the Bank bills come home to Messrs. Alexander and Co., 
they will discount them at the fair rate for such bills on arrival, and 
will at once return to us under rebate. Our acceptance is specially 
remitted for, as well as account to us for any surplus. Do you wish us 
to hand copy of this to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., and get 
+ theirengagemont to usto this effect. On getting such from the gentle- 

men, we shall at once give instructions to our Calcutta friends, Messrs, 

Balfour and Co., to act in conformity. 

We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours faithfully, 
SMALL AND Co. 
We return to you Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co.’s letter to you, 
with thanks. The following bills are with Messrs, Alexander, Cunliffe 


and Co, :— 
£ 8 a. 
Account Warwick Castile ... 2,943 8 1, due 18th March 1867 
7 Tantallon Castle ... 689 8 O „ Ist April ,, 
7 Kenilworth Castle ... 4,707 6 2 „  9thMay , 
Ditto oo 28l 0p pop LB 
z Riversdale oe 804 6 2 „ 22nd May „ 


To provide for the first above bills, Messrs. Balfour and Co.’s bills 
will be for £3,100 ; and for others, no doubt, in due course will Messrs. 
A. Č. engage to discount this and other similar bills, if required to meet 
above five bills. 


12, LEADENHALL STREET, Londons, E. C., 
4th December 1866. 
Messrs, THOMAS BARLOW AND BROTHER, MANOHESTER. 


Dear Sres, —We have your favor of yesterday, and observe that you 
object to your- warning to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. or our 
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doing so, the grounds of our ordering remittances to'them, aa this seems 
to.us the more exfraordinary, as you did propose to them this unusual 
course, leaving us, howeyer, without the required conditions. We made the 


_ arrangement for these ‘ttiplicate account ‘operations somewhat against the 


C] 


grain, on the distinct understanding we were not to be brought under cash 
advance, and the modealso was agreed : why now changed ? But as we really 
are anxious to meet your wishes, we might order the remittances for special 
acceptances of ours to be sent to our Bankers, Messrs, Williams, Deacon 
and Co. When our acceptances are domiciled, you, however, adhering to 
the clear and distinct original arrangement. Will this suit your ideas ? 


Weare, yours faithfully, 
Sarr and Co, 


Lonpon, 5th December 1866. 
Messrs. THomas BARLOW AND Brorter, MANOAESTER. 


DEAR Srns,—Mesers. Small and Co. have shewn me the correspondence 
that has taken place with you, regarding the financing operations, on 
triplicate account, and the custody of remittances as returns for 
same, at the tenor of which I confess I am equally surprised and disap- 
pointed. All the operations of Robinson, Balfour and Co. and Balfour 


_ and Co, with Messrs. John S. Bolton and Barlow and your good selves 


were by .special arrangement, at the outset, were to be financed for by 
bills on Messrs. Small and Co. at six months’ sight, this being met by the 
Calcutta tirm’s bill on Messrs. Small and Co. at same tenor, and sgo 
arranged that it should at maturity be met by the bill for the actual 
proceeds of the goods. I am aware that on more than one occasion, objec- 
tions have been raised to the second part of the arrangement, but on no 
occasion has any exception been taken to itas a whole at any time, when 
it could with any propriety be made, I mean atthe commencement of 
proposition of an operation. When your Mr. Barlow was here the 
other day, I distinctly raised the question as to the understood extension 
of the finance part of the operations ; even then no objections were made 
to the arrangement, only to any communication being made to Messrs, 
Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. on the subject. In 1868, I had a communi- 
cation with you on the subject of commission, pointing out that Banks in 
Calcutta gave up 6 per cent.; you, in Manchester, 1 or perhaps 2 per cent, ` 
In your reply, dated 21st July 1863, you write: It is true our commission 
for sim ply buying is 1 per cent., but in addition to this we have to finance’ 
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pointing very clearly’ to the arrangement above alluded to. I can see no 
objection in return to’ Alexander ‘or any other third parties, unless on 
an understanding that ‘they are to'float the operations till receipt of 


returns in Bank paper, engaging to discount same at current interest, ` 


allowing rebate on, and returning cancelled Messrs. Small and Co.’s 
acceptances in force in connection with same. I have had arrangements 
of this kind, both in Manchester and Glasgow, but never in connection 
with Small and Co., but itappears tome that in some such way only 
can business be hit off with you. You appear to write of such buisiness as 
exceptional in its character. I can only say that, ifat any time I wish 
any advance on produce in the hands of our friends in Liverpool, there is 
always the express understanding that I keep them free from any cash 
advances. It appears to me that, if you persist in refusing to carry 
out your share of the arrangement, the whole thing falls to the ground, 
and the question of commission in Calcutta must be re-considered, as we 


cannot be expected to give up 6 per cent. if you refuse to carry out 


your share of the finance part, and we have to aid in the matter. 


Yours truly, 
(Sd.) Lewis BALFOUR AND Co. 


12, LEADENHALL STREET, E, C., 


6th December 1866. 
Messrs, Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER, MANOHESTER. 


Dzar Srps,—We have your favor of yesterday; and without repeating 
our understanding, which does not square with yours, we quite agree 


that instructions be sent out to Calcutta, to remit, as promptly as possible, f 


proceeds of the goods in triplicate account., You do not give us reply, as to 
whether the bills enumerated in your letter of 1st instant are ini the hands 
of Mesars. Alexander and Co. Our reason for sending the remittances to 
Messrs. Williams, Deacon and Co. was the acceptances referred to aro 
all domiciled there. 
We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours faithfully, 


` SMALL AND Co. 


eo 
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- l 16th December 1866. 


a 


Messrs. THOMAS Basov AND BROTHER, MANCHESTER. 


? 


Dear Srre,—We have your favor of yesterday, and pending the com- _ 
pletion ‘of arrangements here, we have sent a telegram jointly with Mr, - 
Balfour, directing all funds and goods then in their hands to be handed - 
over to Messrs. Jardine, Skinner, and Co. Our mutual friend,. Mr. Collie,’ 
will give you our reasons for the adoption of this course, of course any 
remittances that may have- been sent home previous to instructions now 


-to be sent on account. Your shipments shall be handed over to Messrs. 


Alexander Cunliffe and Co., to provide for our acceptances to you for 


the goods in question. 
We are, Sirs, 


Yours truly, 
Saratt AND Co. 


Mr. Collie, to-whom this letter has been shewn, says he will be in 
Manchester next week, and tell you all particulars. 


ManonEstER, 18¢h December 1866. 
Messrs. BALFOUR AND CO., CALCUTTA 


Drar Ss, —In consequence of correspondence with Messrs. Small 
and Co., you will please hand over the goods, as per annexed list, to 
“Messrs. Bar ton, Baynes and Co., Calcutta, they are bought, as you are 
aware, under special agreement, in triplicate account. 


We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 
Tsomas BARLOW AND BROTHER. 


a 12, LEADENHALL STREET, Lonvon, E. C., 
19th December 1866. 
Messrs, Tuomas Bartow AND BROTHER. 


Deax Sirs,—Each day we have been in hopes of being able to write 
Mt . you that finance arrangements have been made 
W. L W. here, which would have permitted us to ad- 
T. Lyde . ; 
dress you satisfactorily, but it may be a day or 
two yet before these points are brought into distinct positions, if you 
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MANOHESTER, 28th December 1866. 


Messrs. SMALL axp Co., LONDON. 


Drar Sms, —We have yours of 27th instant, and are quite willing to 
ia give up your acceptances cancelled, on receiving 

Y: Dag satisfaction that all the goods are handed over to 

, Barton, Baynes and Co. In the mean time we 

would hand the acceptances toa third disinterested party, say Williams 
Deacon and Co. They merely holding them, until we receive intimation 
that the goods are given up, and then hand them over to you. We, of 
course, taking the goods exclusively on our own account. We agree to 


this, without prejudice to our claim onthe goods. We think this is all. 
you require, and shall be glad to hear from you in course, when we will- 


at once transmit your acceptances to Williams Deacon and Co. 


We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 
(Sd.) Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER, 


12, LEADENSALL STREET, Loxvon, E. C. 
lst January 1867. 
Messrs. Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER, MANCHESTER. 


Dear Sirs, — Your favor of 28th December we laid before our law- 
yer, and we have this morning received his sanction to the arrangement 
you proposed, viz., that you lodge with Messrs, Williams Deacon and Co. 
our acceptances as follows; viz. :— 


£2,943 8 2, due 13th March 1867, account Warwick Castle. 


„ 5898 0, 16th April ,, »  Tantallon Castle. * 
74,7075 8 p 9th May m i Kenilworth Castle, 

» 28011 y do. 3 » Ditto, 

p 8045 2 „ 22nd do. » ” Riversdale. 


Also cash 217 110 for charges paid by us on account of above shipment, 
and which shipment you take over on your own account, exonerating both 
Messrs. Balfour and Co. and ourselves from all risks and responsibility 
connected with above shipments originally made on triplicate account. 
These acceptances and above cash to be given up to us on delivery of 
the various shipments to Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co., Calcutta, on 
your account. In the meantime, should. any of above bills mature be- 
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for delivery has been made of the goods as agreed, then such bills are 
not to be presented for payment, but hold until the delivery has been 
made. The order for the delivery, as arranged, we suppose, you will 


address to Messrs. Balfour and Co., Calcutta ; and if you send it to us 


we shall confirm it, and also get the confirmation of Mr. Balfour, and also 
in case these goods have arrived in Calcutta, deliver over to Messrs. 
Jardine, Matheson and Co. We may get the instructions confirmed by 
Messrs. Matheson and Co. here. If you wish a telegram sent, please 
let us know, and at your expense it can be forwarded. 
We are, Dear Sirs, 
: Yours truly, 
SaALL AND Co, 


MANCHESTER, 2nd January 1867. 
Messrs. SMALL AND Co., LONDON. 


Dzar Sms, —We have your letter of yesterday’s date, terms of which 
are all in order, and to which we agree ; and we have written Messrs. 
Alexander for the bill which we will deposit in the course of 2 or 8 days, 
along with £217-1-10, with Messrs. Williams Deacon and Co. Our 
Mr. Homes will wait upon you in the morning for your signature and 
Mr. Balfour ; and in case the goods have arrived in Calcutta, and been deli- 
vered to Messrs. Jardine, Matheson and Co., for Mr. Matheson’s signature 
to hand over the goods to Barton, Baynes and Co, Calcutta, which letter 


we are wishful should go out by to-morrow’s mail. We telegraphed 


you this morning as follows :—“ We will see you in the morning. Will 
you and Mr. Balfour manage to be there at } past 10. Thanks for copies 


of Invoices per Kenilworth Castle and Riversdale. 
Ld 


We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 
(Sd.) Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER. 


P. 5.—We are writing Messrs. Excombe Brother and Co., and the 
London Assurance Co., and will pay them the amount you mention as 
being unpaid, 


(Sd.) Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER. 
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MANOHESTER, 2nd January 1867. 
Messrs BALFOUR AND Co. 


Dear Srms,—Referring to the goods shipped on triplicate account, under 
special agreement, against which Messrs. Small and Co. have given their 
acceptances, you will please hand over all such goods (particulars of which 


“I enclose) to Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co., of Calcutta, We agree to 


take said goods on our own risk, and respectively we have agreed to 
return to Messrs. Small and Co. the following acceptances :— 


£2,948 8 2 due 18th March 1867, account Warwick Castle. 
» 689 3 0, Ist April , ý Tantallon Castle. 
» 4,707 56 2, 9th May ,, PA Kentlworth Castle. 
» 268 OIL, y ” ” ” ` Ditto. 

» 804 3 2, 22nd ,, Po "a Riversdale. 


In the mean time, until we hear that you have handed over the goods, 
wo have made Messrs. Williams Deacon and Co. Custodians for such 
acceptances, also of £ 217-1-10 paid by Messrs. Small and Co. for charges 
on account of said goods. We refer you at foot to Messrs. Small and Co.’s 
signature, and also to Mr. Balfour and Messrs, Matheson and Co.’s signa- 
ture, In confirmation of this, Messrs. Matheson and Co. of course sign this 


` ‘in case any goods have arrived in Calcutta, and are delivered to Messrs. 


Jardine, Matheson and Co., of Calcutta, and this letter is sufficient authority 
in such case for Messrs. Jardine, Matheson and Co. to hand over the goods 
to Barton, Baynes and Co. 


We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 


(Sd.) Tomas BARLOW AND BROTHER. 


MANCHESTER, 87d January 1867. 


Messrs. WILLIAMS DEACON AND Co., LONDON. 


GENTLEMEN, —Messrs, Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. will hand you the 
following bills : 


1,901 ourselves, on Small & Co., London, 18th March, 1867 £2943 8 2 
1,946 p » 4 Ist April 5 £389 3 0 
2,004 ” ” n 9th May » £4,707 5 2 
2,058 » ” ” ” ” » £268 0 11 
2,079 ; = Fs i 22nd May j £804 5 2 
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1868 which, please, hold for our instructions, and about which we will write 


~ Bartow you to-morrow, 
= We are, Gentlemen, 


Yours truly, 
Per pro. Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER, 


CoouRANR, 


B. Howzs. 





> Loxpor, 5th January 1867. 
DEAR Sms,—We have received your letter of January 4th, enclosing 
a cheque for £217-1-10. The acceptances to which you refer, are now 
in your possession, and we hold them on terms conformable to your letter 
We are, yours faithfully, 
Wiring DEACON AND Co, * 
Messrs. Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHERS. 





12, LEADENHALL STREET, Loxpon, E. C, 
14th February 1867. 
Tuomas BARTON AND BROTHER, MANCHESTER. l 


Drar Sirs,—We are glad to learn from your favor of yesterday that 


M. 10, you had heard from your friends, Messrs. Barton, 
ba ie hi . Baynes and Co., that they had secured Balfour’s 
penis bills of lading. None of the vessels arrived 


which the telegram sent to us by Messrs. Balfour and Co. confirms; and 
as in our respects of lst January 1867, we handed to you all the bills 
of lading we held, as also policies of insurance covering same, we hava 
on this side, and Balfour and Co. on theirs, given up all control over 
your goods. We shall thank you to order delivery to us, cancelled, the 
acceptances of ours lodged with Messrs. Williams Deacon and Co.; drawn 
by you against the goods wholly made over to you and your representa- 
tives ; and at the same time direct payment to be made to us of £217-1-10 
cash due to us, but held by Messrs. Williams Deacon and Co., until the 
delivery of the above securities now had been completed. 
y 


We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours traly, 


Saat AND Con in liguidation, 
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MANOHESTER, 20¢h February 1867. 1868 
Messrs, SMALL AND Co., LONDON. AAO 
CoclRaNE, 


Dzar Sms,—We have advice by this mail that Messrs. Balfour and ae 
Co, have handed over to Messrs. Barton, Baynes f 
W.L. W. and Co., who acknowledge receipt of some bills 
of lading and Invoices per— 

Warwick Castle, 78 bales. Tantallon Castle, 17 bales., 

Riversdale, 30 cases, Kenilworth Castle, 148 cases and baleg. 

But Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co. advise us that they will remit the 
proceeds of these goods to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. for special 
appropriation. This, however, is a little out of order. We expect to hear 
by next mail that the proceeds will come to us direct, and we will then 
carry out your wishes regarding our acceptances. 

We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 


(Sd.) Tuomas Bartow and BROTHER. 


MANCHESTER, 112h March 1867. 


Messrs. SMALL AND CO., LONDON. 


>’ Dear Sms—Wo have your favor of the 8th instant. We have not 
received any confirmation yet from our friends 


L. 8. 
W.L. W. regarding the remittances being sent to us, but 
Te we have no doubt that it will be all in order. 


We have, therefore, instructed Messrs. Williams Deacon and Co., as per ` 
copy of letter enclosed, to hand you over your acceptances and our 


cheques £217-1-10. 
We are, Dear Sirs, 


Yours traly, 
(Sd.) Per pro. Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER, 
Bensy. HowEs. 


MANCHESTER, 1lth March 1867. 


Musszs, Wittiams DEACON and Co, LONDON. 


- Dear Sres,—Referring to our letters of the 8rd and 4th January, 
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1868 regarding Messrs. Small and Co.’s acceptances to our draft for— 


ee ae £4943 8 2, due 18th March 1867. 
Coounane, » 689 3 0 „ lst April ,, 
»471T 5 2 ,, 9th May , 


» 268 Oll , 9h , 
» 804 56 2 „22d , - 
we shall be much obliged if you will now hand them to Messrs. Small 


and Co., 12, Leadenhall Street, seeing that our endorsements and signa- 
tires are cancelled. 


We have advices from our friends in Calcutta that the goods the bills 
were drawn against are handed over to them by Messrs. Balfour and Co. 
We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours truly, 
(Sd.) Per pro. Tuomas BARLOW AND BROTHER, 
Benon. Howes. 


The cheque for £217-1-10 you hold, please, also hand to Messrs. 
Small and Co. 


12, LEADENHALL STREET, Lonpon, E. C. 
12th March 1867. 


Messzs. T. BARLOW AND BROTHER, MANCHESTER. 


Drar Srrs,—Your favor of yesterday is to hand, and, as advised, we. 
f Q have received from Messrs. Wiliams Deacon and 
wW. L. W. Co. our acceptances, aggregating £9,312-2-5, also 
T. Lyde. your cheque, £217-1-10. 
We are, Dear Sirs, 
Yours faithfully, 
SMALL any Co., in liquidation, 
The following were the material issues settled :— 
1. Whether the suit is defective for want of parties ? 
2. Whether the Court has jurisdiction in this suit ? 
3. Whether, since the order of the Insolvent Court of March 
16th, 1867, the plaintiff can maintain this suit? l 
4. Whether such agreement, as in the plaint stated, was 
entered into between Bolton and Barlow, Small and Co. and Balfour 
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and Co., and continued by the plaintiff, with the other two firms, 1868 
after Bolton’s retirement ? Barlow 


5. If any agreement was come to and continued, what was COSA" 
the true effect thereof as to the possession of any goods shipped 
„under it? 


6. Whether the said agreement amounted to an equitable 
assignment, and what is its construction and effect and the rights 
of the plaintiff under it? i ° 


7. Whether such agreement was void under 13 Eliz., c. 5, 
as having intent to defraud, delay, and hinder creditors, or 
whether it was void as against the defendant as assignee of Robin- 
son and Balfour the elder, as being voluntary under the Indian 
Insolvent Act, or as having been made within two months prior 
to insolvency ? = _ 

8. Whether the goods were in the order and disposition of the 
insolvent Robinson, with’ the consent of the true owners? 

9. Whether the defendant Cochrane, as representing the 
estates of Robinson and Balfour the elder, is the proper person to 
deal with the goods and their proceeds ? 


The Advocate-General (Mr. Newmarch with him) for the 
plaintiff contended in the Court below : 
` 1st.—That the agreement of 1862 constituted an equitable 
assignment, and that the proceeds of the goods were thereby 
specially appropriated. 

2nd.—That at least in respect of the one-third share of 
the plaintiff, there was as and from the agreement of 1863, such 
an equitable assignment, and that the subsequent agreement under 
which two out of the three firms assigned their interest to the 
plaintiff, was an equitable assignment. 

3rd.—That the equitable lien of the plaintiff did away with 
any question as to order and disposition, and cited the following 
authorities and cases in support of his arguments: Smith’s 
Mercantile Law, 661, 662; Mogg. v. Baker (1); Burn v. 
Carvalho (2); Holroyd v. Marshall (3); Ez parte Dyster (4); 


(1) 3M. & W., 198. (8) 10 H. L. Ca, 191. 
(2) 4M. & Or, 690. (4) 2 Rose, 256, 
12—E 
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Coldwell v. Gregory (1); Ex parte Enderby (2); Hamilton v. 
Bell (3); Joy v. Campbell (4); Reynolds v. Bowley (5). 


Mr. Woodroffe (Mr. Mariadin with him) contended that there 
was no equitable assignment ; that the transfer by Balfour and Co. 
and Barton, Baynes and Co., was void under the Statute of 13° 
Eliz., C. 5, and under the Indian Insolvent Act as being voluntary 
and having been made within two months prior to insolvency ; and 
that the goods were in the order and disposition of Balfour and 
Co. at the time of their insolvency, and, therefore, they rightly 
passed to.the assignee, and cited Er parte Simpson (6); Ex 
parte Hargreaves (7); Garbet v. Veale (8). 


Norman, J.—(After reading the plaint, continued):—The* - 
* plaintiff contends that, after the transfer to him, neither Small 


and Co., nor Balfour and Co., had any interest in the shipments 
mentioned in the plaint ; that the defendant, as assignee under 
the insolvency of James Hamilton Robinson and Lewis Balfour 
the elder, is not entitled to hold the proceeds of the shipments 
as against his agent in Calcutta. 

He prays that his rights, in respect of the sum of Rs. 90,563, 
and in respect of the bales delivered over by Messrs. Barton, 
Baynes and Co. to the official assignee, may be declared; and 
that the defendant may be directed to pay over the same, or 
such part thereof, as to this Court may seem fit, &c. 


It was proved that, in September and October 1866, the plain- 
tiff sent goods from Manchester, under the agreement mentioned 
in the plaint. These goods were paid for, in the first instance, by 
the proceeds of the bills drawn by the plaintiff on Small and 
Co. in London, accepted by them, and discounted by the plain- 
tiff with his bankers. In order to meet or renew such bills, 
Balfour and Co. used to draw bills at three or six months on Small 
and Co. These have been called pro formå bills, apparently, 


(1) 1 Price, 119. (5) 2 L. R. Q. B., 474. 
(2) 2 B. & C., 389. (6) De Gex, Bank., 9. 
(3) 10 Exch., 545. 3 (7) 1 Cox, 440. 


(4) 1 Bch, & Lef., 336. (8) 5 Q. B., 408, 
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because it was not intended by any of the parties that they 
should be paid in the regular way at maturity. I think it not 
quite certain whether Balfour and Co. drew such bills in res- 
pect of the shipments now in question. On the sale of the goods 


. in India, Balfour and Co. were in the habit of remitting the 


soe te 


proceeds by Bank bills. In the case before me, the bills of T. Barlow 
and Brothers on Small and Co. had been discounted by 
Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. In December 1866, the 
firm of Balfour and Co. became insolvent. Their debts 
amounted to Rs. 20,00,000, or Rs. 21,00,000, of which from Rs. 
17,00,000 to 19,00,000 were due to Small and Co. Balfour 
and Co. had been insolvent for three years. Mr. Balfour says, that, 
for the last two years, if his firm failed, Small and Co. must 
have gone also. On the 7th of December, there was a meeting of 
the “ friends,” which I suppose, in plain words, means “ creditors ” 
of Small and Co. Bills toa large amount drawn by Balfour 
and Co. on Small and Co. were to fall due on the follow- 
ing day. Mx. Balfour (who had a seat in Small and Co.’s office), 
went into the partners’ room, and was asked to join in a 
letter to the Bank, requesting them to hold over the Bills, 
as Small and Co. were not in a position to take them up. 
On the 8th December, Small and Co. dishonored bills drawn by 
Balfour and Co., amounting to £18,000 or £19,000. These bills 
were drawn by Balfour and Co., in respect of shipments of which 
Small and Co. had received the proceeds. It is clear that, prior 
to the 15th of December, Messrs. Small and Co. must have been 
in communication with Thomas Barlow and Brother as to the 
state of their affairs. On that day they wrote to Thomas Barlow 
and Co. (reads letter of December 15th, 1866.) 

A copy of this letter was forwarded te Messrs. Barton, Baynes 
and Co. This letter appears to have been despatched by Thomas 
Barlow and Brother, without previously consulting Small and 
Co. or Mr. Balfour. [Norman, J. here read the following 
letters, viz. that from Barlow and Co. to Small and Co., of 
December 26th; that of 26th June, from Small and Cc. to Barlow 
and Co.; that of the 28th, from Barlow and Co. to Small 
and Co.; and the reply of Small and Co., of January Ist 
1876. ] 
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‘A letter to Messrs. Balfour and Co., embodying`the above 
terms, written by Messrs. T. Barlow and Brother, on the 2nd of 


Cocnzaxs. January, signed at foot as confirmed by Small and Co. and Lewis 


Balfour, was forwarded to Balfour and Co. at Calcutta. 

On the 3rd of January, a telegram was despatched by Lewis 
Balfour, London, to Balfour and Co., Calcutta, as follows :— 
“Barlow's triplicate goods deliver to Barton, Baynes and Co. 
Telegraph reply.” This telegram appears to have been receiv- 
ed in Calcutta on the 15th of January. On that same, 15th 
of January, Mr. Baynes called on Mr. Hamilton Robinson, the 
representative of the firm of Balfour and Co., producing Messrs. 
T. Barlow’s letter of the: 18th of December, and requested him 
to hand over the shipping documents of the goods. Mr. Robin- 
son asked for time to consider, and on the following morning, the 
16th, made them over to Baynes. 

In the correspondence between the plaintiff and Small and Co., 
respecting the handing over of the goods by Balfour and Co. to 
Barton, Baynes and Co., it is observable that there does not 
appear to be the slightest reference to the wishes of Mr. Balfour, 
who appears to be treated as a mere puppet in the hands of Messrs. 
Small and Co. ; nor does any one advert to the interests of the firm 
of Balfour and Co., until in the letter of 1st January 1867, “ after 
consulting our lawyer,” Messrs. Small and Co. make use of the 
phrase, “ you exonerating Messrs, Balfour and Co. and ourselves 
from all risk and responsibility for the above shipments, originally 
made on triplicate account.” What was Messrs. Balfour and Co.’s 
risk or responsibility? They were not parties to the original bills, 
or in any way liable upon them. As far as I can see, they were 
under no sort of risk or responsibility at that time in respect of 
the shipments, and could never have come under any, unless in 
the event of the adventure turning outa loss. If that happened, 
and there is no suggestion that it was likely to happen, they 
might have been accountable for their share of such loss. It 
is by no means clear that any pro formå bills had been drawn by 
Balfour and Co. against Small and Co., in respect of these ship- 


. ments: No such bills have been produced. It is certain that, if 


any such bills were in existence, none of the parties to the 
arrangement of Ist and 2nd January thought any liability of 
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Balfour and Co. on such bills, worth a moment’s consideration. 1868 
There is no stipulation that, on handing over the goods, any of Barrow 
Balfour's pro formå bills should be withdrawn, nor any guarantee Coomsanz. 
that that firm should be indemnified against the claims of any 
holders of such bills. I have said that there is nothing to shew 
that, at the date of the arrangement, Thomas Barlow and Brothers 
were creditors, or likely to become creditors of Balfour and Co. 
Therefore, we have a firm hopelessly insolvent, knowing that 
they must immediately either wind up under inspection, or 
petition the Court, handing over shipments of very great value, 
with all the profits which might be expected to result from them 
toa person, who at most had only ajoint interest with themselves 
in the profits of the adventure. 

They hand over the shipments voluntarily, without getting 
any advantage to themselves, and without even taking the 
trouble to secure their estate from possible demands or a colla- 
teral liability on certain accommodation bills supposed to have been 
drawn by them. 

I have no hesitation in saying that, as regards the share taken 
by Mr. Balfour, the transaction was a mere voluntary transfer 
made for the purpose of protecting the interest of Small and Co., 
who were favoured creditors, and Barlow Brother, to whom both 
Balfour and Co, and Small and Co. were under obligations. 

Now the object of the bankrupt and insolvent laws is to put 
all creditors on an equal footing; and, therefore, though in 
general a trader, before an act of bankruptcy has been com- 
mitted, may give one creditor a preference to another ; yet if he 
is insolvent, and has an act of bankruptcy or insolvency in con- 
templation, he can do no act out of the usual course of trade in 
favor of a particular creditor. 

In the case of Worsely v. DeMattos (1), Lord Mansfield 
says :—‘* Such preference is a fraud upon the whole bankrupt 
«law, and would defeat the two main objects it has in view, viz., 

“ the management of the bankrupt’s estate, and an equal distri- 
“ bution among the creditors. An equal distribution among the 
e creditors, who equally gave a general personal credit to the ` 


(1) 1 Burr, 477, 
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< bankrupt, is anxiously provided for ever since the Act of 21 
“Jac. I, c. 19.” ; 
But if a bankrupt may, just before his bankruptcy, convey all 
bis property to pay the debts of favorites, the worst and most 
dangerous priority would prevail, depending merely on the unjust 
or corrupt partiality of the bankrupt. Itis well settled that, if 
a trader in contemplation of bankruptcy, returns goods to the 
creditor from whom he purchased them, in order to give a pre- 
ference to that creditor in fraud of his other creditors, such goods 
will pass to the assignee: see Neate v. Ball (1). It matters 
nothing that the trader may have honestly considered that the 
creditor so preferred had the strongest claims against him. 

In the present case, if Messrs. T. Barlow and Brother had 
been creditors of Balfour and Co., the transfer would apparently 
have been void under the 24th section (2) of the Indian In- 
solvent Act. The Advocate General contended that they were 
not creditors. But that does not in any way improve their 
position. If the 24th section does not apply to the case of a 
voluntary conveyance to one, who is not a creditor, it is only 
because such cases had been already provided for by the Statute 
of Elizabeth. 

The agreement of the lst and 2nd January was, in my judg- 
ment, a transaction, which would have had the effect of “ hinder- 
ing, delaying, and defeating” the creditors of Balfour and 
Co., and of defrauding them of assets to which they had a 
right to look for the payment of their debts, and therefore 


(1) 2 East, 117. 

(2) 11 & 12 Vict, ¢. 21, section 24.— 
“ And itis enacted, that if any insolvent 
who shall filehis petition for his dis- 
charge under this Act, or who shall be 
adjudged to have committed an act of 
insolvency, shall voluntarily convey, 
assign, transfer, charge, deliver, or make 
over any estate, real or personal, security 
for money, ‘bond, bill, note, money, pro- 
perty, goods or effects whatsoever, to any 
creditor, or to any other person in trust 
for or to, or for the use, benefit, and ad- 
vantage of any creditor, every such con- 
veyance, assignment, transfer, charge, 


delivery, and making over, if made when 
in insolvent circumstances, ond within 
two months before the date of the petition 
of such insolvent, or of the petition on - 
which an adjudication of insolvency may 
have proceeded, as the case may be, or if 
made with the view or intention, by party 
so conveying, assigning, transferring, 
charging, delivering, or making over, of 
petitioning the said Court for his discharge 
from custody under this Act, or of commit- 
ting an actof insolvency, shall be deemed, 
and is hereby declared, to be fraudulent 
and void as against the assignees of such 
ingolvent,” 2 
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fraudulent and void as against the creditors of the firm ‘6 Balfour 
and Co. under the Statute of 13 Elizabeth, c. 5 (1). 
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The agreement being void, the transfer of possession which Coomans, 


took place in pursuance of it, did not operate to give to Messrs. 
Barton, Baynes and Co. any right. of possession of the 
goods as against the official assignee: This appears to me to 
dispose of the whole case. At the time of the insolvency of Mr. 
Robinson, Mr. Cochrane, as representing the creditors, had a 
right to the possession of the goods; and the proceeds are, there- 
fore, now lawfully in his hands as assignee of the insolvents. 
I do not sit as a Judge of the High Court, in its original civil 
jurisdiction, to direct the officer of the Insolvent Court how 
to do his duty. Nay, further, as I pointed out in two other 
cases (2), I could not, in this case, make any declaration as to the 
rights of all the parties, because neither Small and Co. nor 
the inspectors, under their deed of arrangement, are represented 
before me. The suit must be dismissed with costs on scale 2. 


From this decision the plaintiff appealed on the following 
grounds :— 

1. Because the Court found that, under the agreement in 
the plaint mentioned, the goods in question in the suit were 
shipped to Balfour and Co.; and by the terms of the 
agreement, the proceeds of the goods were specially appropriated 


for remittance home in first class bills. 


(1) 18 Eliz, c. 5, s.2enacts “ that all 
and every feoffment, gift, grant, aliena- 
tion, bargain, and conveyance of lands, 
tenements, horeditaments, goods, and 
chattels, or of any of them, or of any lease, 
rent, common, or other profit or chargo 
out of thesame lands, tenements, heredita- 
ments, goods, and chattels, or any of them, 
by writing or otherwise, and all and every 
bond, suit, judgment, and execution at any 
time had or made sithence the beginning 
of the Queen’s Mojesty’s reign that now 
ja or at any time hereafter to be had or 
made to or for any intent or purpose, before 
declared and expressed (i. e., to hinder or 
defraud creditors) shall be from henceforth. 
deemed and taken (only as against that 


$ 


person or persons, his or their heirs, snc- 
ceasors, executors, administrators, and 
assigns, and every of them, whose actions, 
suits, debts, accounts, damages, penalties, 
forfeitures, heriots, mortnaries, and re- 
liefs, by such guileful covinous or fraw- 
dulent devices or practices as is afore- 
said are, shall or might bein any ways 
disturbed, hindered, delayed, or defrauded) 


to be clearly and utterly void, frustrate, - 


and of none effect, any pretence, color, 
feigned consideration expressing of use, or 
any other matter or thing to the contrary 
notwithstanding.” 

(2) See Sterling v. Cochrane, 1 B, L, 
R. (0.0.), 114; and Cole v, Cohrane, 
ib, 131, . 
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1888 2. - Because the whole interest in the goods on the 2nd 
Bancow January 1867 was bond Jide, and for consideration, transferred 
Cocunass. to the plaintiff. 

3. Because, even if no such transfer was established, thè 
goods were placed in the hands of Barton, Baynes and Co., 
not by the way of fraudulent transfer or preference, but to carry 
out the terms of the contract under which the goods were 
shipped. 

4. Because at the time of the insolvency of John Hamilton 
Robinson, the goods were not in his order and disposition. 

5." Because, at any rate, the plaintiff had á joint interest in 
the goods and their proceeds, and the Court had jurisdiction to 
interfere, and ought to have interfered to prevent the proceeds 
being divided between the general creditors of John Hamilton s, 
Robinson. 

6. Because the suit ought not to have been dismissed with 
costs on the scale allowed by the Court below. 


Mr. Newmarch (the Advocate-General with him) for the plain- 
tiff contended that, under the agreement of January 2nd, the plain- 
tiff was entitled to have the whole of the goods made over to him, or 
thathe wasentitled tohave the proceeds specifically applied to what 
he had paid, or that he was at least, as one of the partners in the 
transaction, entitled to one-third of them. He referred to Reynolds 
v. Bowley (1), showing that one partner having property in his order 
and disposition does not oust the right of the other partners. The 
English cases decide nothing more than that the custodian of 
goods should be the assignee of the insolvent, but that does not 


š _ oust the jurisdiction of the Court of Equity to decide the rights 
of the parties in the goods. The powers of the assignee to 
j administer the estate of an insolvent does not interfere with the 


- power of a Court of Equity to declare the rights of strangers in 
‘¢+ . goods as-against the creditors of the insolvent. 


Mr. Woodroffe (Mx. Marindin with him) for the defendant,— 
It appears from the evidence of Balfour that for some time previ- 
_ ous to the arrangement of January 2nd, the two firms of Small 


(1) 2L. Ry Q. B. 474. 
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` and Co, and Balfour and Co. had been in a state of insolvency, 


and that Barlow and Co. were aware of this. Barton, Baynes 
and Co. were agents for a partnership, and not for a sole owner. 
The contract formerly come to could only have been dissolved 
by the consent of all the parties to it, and this has not been done, 
as Lewis Balfour's signature cannot be treated as that of his firm. 
It is not shown that he signed otherwise than as an individual, or 
that he had the consent and authority of the firm for doing so. 
It is not even shown that.the agreement was, after his signature 
had been put to it, satisfied by the firm. There being -then 
no authority before, and no satisfaction after he signed the agree- 
ment, I submit that he signed it merely for himself, and not for 
the firm. The contract of Balfour and Co. was one for the sale 
of goods; but before the agreement was come to, it does not appear 
that there was anything beneficial to them in it. Lewis Balfour 
says, he was persuaded to sign it by Robertson, of the firm of 
Small and Co. Again the transaction cannot be supported under 


the law of bankruptcy, for it was voluntary, and therefore void. 


against creditors under 13 Eliz., c. 5. The assignee represents 
the creditors, as well as the insolvent; and if the transaction 
had turned out as expected, Barlow and Co. would have been 
creditors. Doe d. Grimsby v. Ball (1); Butcher v. Harrison (2). 
[Pnacocs, C. J.—That case would not apply, unless you shew 
the transaction was void under Statute of Elizabeth. | 

We find Small and Co. and Balfour and Co. being each inter- 
ested to the extent of a one-third share in the goods, making 
that over which they thought and hoped would turn out to their 
profit, although they were then insolvent. They reduce their 
liabilities, not by an equable distribution among all their creditors, 
but by an assignment to Barlow and Co. This is void too under 
the Insolvent Act. There was no pressure to assign. It was done 


quite voluntarily, and within two months of their presenting their i 


petition of insolvency, and it appears from their letters that it was 
done in contemplation of insolvency. [PEeacocK, C. J.—There 
was nothing to prevent them from making a bond fide assignment, 
Marxsy, J.—Balfour avers that it was done to reduce their 


(1) 11 M, & W. 631. (2) 4B. & A., 129. 
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liabilities. Pzacocr, C. J.—Barlow and Co. take their chance 
of profit, and meantime stand thé loss, this is a quitea bond fide 
arrangement]. I contend it was a fraudulent transaction under the 
Act. It was done secretly, and secrecy is a badge of fraud; and 
if it had not been. done the creditors of Balfour and Co., would 
have got the goods. I am arguing that there is not any lien on 
the goods, and that the original agreement between the parties in 
1862 was not in force at this time. This arrangement, I contend, 
was made by Balfour and Co. and Small and Co., in contempla- 
tion of their insolvency. See the case of Ex parte Simpson (1), 
and the remarks of Knight Bruce, Chief Judge therein, pp. 


16-17. $ 


If this were a valid agreement, Barlow and Co. could now 
‘prove their claim to the goods, and also get the proceeds, and 
they ought not to have both. The names of their firm were in the 
schedule in the Insolvent Court, and they took no steps to expunge 
their names from it, [Mr. Newmarch.—They were put in as dis- 
puted creditors. ] By the English law, on the insolvency of a part- 


ner, the others being in a foreign country, the assignee is entitled ` 


to take the goods of the firm. See the observations of Lord 
Mansfield in Taylor v. Fields (2) and of Lord Eldon in Barker v. 
Goodatr (3) and in Dutton v. Morrison (4). It is said that these 
cases are not applicable, because there was an agent of the parties, 
and because this Court does not stand in the same position with 
regard to bankruptcy, as the English Court of Equity does with 
regard to the Bankruptcy Court. See sections 42 and 76 of the 
Insolvent Act, and Rule 35 of the Insolvent Court. [Pracock, 


.C. J.—If the Insolvent Court here has the power of determin- 


ing as to the rights of third parties, it has a greater power than 
the Lord Chancellor has with respect to bankruptey.] -It 
has some power over the right of third persons under the 26th 


` section. The cases referred to were settled independently of 


bankrupt law, and were decided on the common law principle, 
that the assignee of an insolvent is entitled to his property. See 
Hankey v. Garrett (5); Everett v. Backhouse (6); and Ex parte 


(1) De Gex. Bank, 9. (4) 17 Ves., 206-210, 
(2) 4 Ves., 397-398, (5) 1 Ves., 236. 
(3) 11 Vos., 85-86. (6) 10 Ves., 98. 
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Wait (1); Lindley on Partnership, 1125. In all these cases it 
is laid down that the assignee of a bankrupt partner is the proper 
person to take possession of partnership property, and it cannot 
be said that the principle is not to be applied, because there was 
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an agent here of one of the partners. We do not admit that . 


there was an agent here. Mr. Baynes acted as agent under the 
letter of the 18th of December, but that letter was not consented 
to by all the partners. It contamed too a misrepresentation, 
though it might have been honest, for the parties were at that 
time in a different position from that there- assumed. The letter 
did not emanate from all the partners, and, therefore, Baynes had 
no authority from them to act as agent. Even if any authority 
were given by that letter, ithas been revoked, because on the 2nd 
January the partners came to a different agreement; and if that 
were not s0, we contend that the right of that agent to deal with the 
partnership property, would not be good against the right of the 
assignee ; there is no case that determines this. Barton, Baynes 


and Co. heard nothing of the arrangement subsequently come to; ` 


their appointment stands entirely on the letter of 18th of Decem- 
ber, though the power of attorney mighthave been putin. It is 
plain, then, that the goods were handed over under a mistake, under 
an authority which had been revoked before the handing over 
had taken place. The delivery to Barton, Baynes and Co. being 
an act done without authority, and void as against the assignee 
by section 24 of the Insolvent Act, no valid transfer took place, 
and the goods and proceeds must be taken to have been in the 
order and disposition of Balfour and Co., at the time of their 
insolvency, under section 23, Insolvent Act. Even if they were 
not, as they were not, in their actual possession, still they are in 
their order and disposition. They were, as before contended, trans- 
ferred by mistake, and, therefore, were never out of their order and 


disposition. Barrow v. Bell (2). It has been contended that no. 


question of order and disposition can arise among partners on the 
authority of Reynolds v. Bowley (3), but a great many. cases 
which were not cited in that case, have been, if that is the case, 
unwittingly overruled. Ryall v. Rolle (4) was a case in which it 
(1) 1 Jacob & Walker, 605. (8) 2L. R, Q. B, 474, 
(2) 5 E. & B., 540. (4) 1 Atkyns, 165. 
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was only decided that the Statute 21 James I., c. 19, applied to 
partners, and nothing follows from that decision as to order and 
disposition. The joint creditors of a partnership must be satis- 
fied before the several ‘partners, or the separate creditors of any 
of them. Ex parte Hurgreaves (1). As to reputed ownership, see 
Ex parte Chuck (2); Smith v. Watson (3); ex parte Dyster (4). 
*We contend then that they were in the order and disposition of 
Balfour and Co. There was nothing to point out to any one that 


+ they were not in the ownership of RSbinson as the sole partner 


of Balfour and Co. out here. No notification was made to the 
public that they were not so, and they were in his ostensible 
‘ownership. The agreement for special appropriation, if it was 
come to, could not take effect against the new arrangement that 
had been come to on the 2nd January 1867. By the former 
agreement the goods were to be sold on arrival, and the proceeds 
remitted ; but if other circumstances arose as by the subsequent 
agreement, making it impossible to sell them as agreed, could 


the former agreement be carried out. [Pxaocoox, C. J.—Yes, I 


think it could, as I decided in Collie v, Cochrane and Sterling 
v. Cochrane (5) citing Inman v. Clare]. 

Horn v. Baker (6), Hoggard v. Mackenzie (7), Spackman 
v. Miller (8) are all cases in which property was held 
to be in the order and disposition of the bankrupt, where 
questions of partnership arose. This question has been decided 
ina Court competent to try it (referring to the order of the 
Insolvent Court of March 16th, 1867); and until that order is 
set aside, this Court cannot alter it. By that order the proceeds 
of these goods are vested in Mr. Cochrane, the official assignee 5 
we contend that that order, as far as it goes, is good and binding, 
and there has been no appeal, so that it remains in force. 

The Advocate- Generalin reply.—First. We rely on the equities 
of the agreement of 1863, which we contend are carried out by 
the agreement of December 1866. It was entered into in London, 
bond fide, for the preservation and support of the existing equities. 


(1) 1 Cox , 440. (5) 1 B.L. R., O. C., 114, 181, 
(2) 8 Bingham, 469. (6) 9 East, 215. 
(8) 2B. & C., 401. (7) 25 Beay., 493, 


(4) 2 Roso, 256, (8) 12 0. B, N. B., 659, 
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It is embodied in the letter from Small and Co. to Barlow 1868 
and Co. of 16th December, and for this purpose it substituted, Bamow 
as custodians of the bills, Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., for Over- Coousanz, 
end, Gurney and Co., and as custodians of the goods, to realize 
the proceeds, and remit them to Jardine, Skinner and Co. for 
Balfour and Co. This arrangement was communicated to 
Balfour and Co., by letter of 20th December. Barlow had, on ` 
the 16th, already written to his own friends, Barton, Baynes 
and Co., and there was no variation from or abandonment of the 
original agreement. This agreement is not disputed by Small 
and Co., was not disputed by Balfour when on the spot, and not 
by Robinson until the filing of his petition. Secondly.—without 
abandoning the first contention, the question for consideration 
is not whether there was really loss or not ? It was a sufficient 
consideration for the agreement that there was an undertaking 
by Barlow and Co. to protect against the contingency of loss. 
The case for the plaintiff is that a transfer of the interest of the 
other two partners in the goods, was for a good consideration, 
namely for cash £ 217 and £202 the shipping charges of the goods 
at the plaintiff's own risk, and the withdrawal by him of the accept- 
ances, and undertaking to meet the drafts of Balfour and Co., 
if any had been lodged. Itis no answer to say that no drafts 
had arrived, or that there was no actual loss. There was a bond 
Jide legal consideration, irrespective of the first contention. The 
case of Barrow v. Bell (1) is no authority for saying there must 
be an additional act. The case of Llewellyn v. O’Dowda (2) 
only decided the question whether the 2nd mortgagee ought 
to have his costs. The reason of the Chief Justice showed that. 
there was only a concurrent jurisdiction in the Insolvent Court, 
while the case itself admits the jurisdiction of this Court, in which 
this suit is properly brought for greater convenience, and in which 
alone the equities between the parties, so far as they can be’ ad- 
a judicated upon in this country, can be properly determined. It is 
said on the question of partnership that if there was not a part- 
nership, the goods must have been in the order and disposition of 
Balfour and Co., with the consent of the true owners, Barlow and 
Co., on the authority of Reynolds v. Bowley (3), but the decision 
(1) 5 E. & B., 540. (2) Taylor, 169. (3) 2L. R, Q B, 474, 
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1868 as distinguished from the particular reasons given by the Chief 
Baxiow: Baron in his judgment, does not lead to any such conclusion. 
COOHRANE, ' é 
Peacock, C. J.—This is a suit brought by Thomas Barlow’ 
of Manchester, a merchant trading under the style of Thomas 
Barlow and Brother, against Mr. Cochrane, the official assignee, 
as assignee of the estates of Lewis Balfour, senior, and James 
Hamilton Robinson, partners in the late firm of Lewis Balfour 
and Co. of Calcutta. ° 
The firm of Balfour and Co. consisted of Lewis Balfour, 
senior, James Hamilton Robinson, and Lewis Balfour the 
younger. It stopped payment on the 27th December 1866. 
Mr. Lewis Balfour the elder was at that time in England, and 
so also was Mr. Lewis Balfour the younger. Mr. James Hamilton , 
Robinson filed his petition for relief under the Insolvent Debtors’ 
Act, on the 7th February 1867. The money, which is the 
subject-matter of this suit, and the 12 bales of goods were 
handed over by Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co. to the defendant, 
> Mr. Cochrane, under an order of Mr. Justice Phear, dated the 
16th of March 1867 (1). At that time Mr. Lewis Balfour the 
elder had not petitioned for relief under his insolvency. Mr. 
Cochrane, therefore, at that time represented the estate and effects 
of James Hamilton Robinson alone. Mr. Lewis Balfour the 
elder did not petition for relief until the 18th of May 1867. 
The suit was commenced on the 29th June 1867, after Mr. 
Lewis Balfour the elder had petitioned for relief. 
The order of Mr. Justice Phear was made under the 26th 
. section of the Indian Insolvent Act, the 11 Vict., c. 21; and the 
first question which I will consider*is whether that order pre- 
vents the plaintiff from suing Mr. Cochrane, provided it be 
made out that the property was the property of the plaintiff, 
and’ not the property of the insolyents, or of either of them. 
Mr. Justice Phear did not in his judgment decide that the pro- 
perty actually belonged to Mr. James Hamilton Robinson the 
insolvent, or to the defendant, as the assignee of his estate. 
He expressly stated that his decision would in no way affect the 
ultimate rights of the parties. The order does not in any way 


(1) 2 Ind. Jur, N. 8, 273. 
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: adjudicate upon the subject of the property in the goods. It 1888 
does not even state that the insolvent had any interest in the’ Baurow 
i Coonnaxs. 


goods. It is merely an order that Barton, Baynes and Co. should 
re-endorse and deliver over to Mr. Cochrane, as such official 
assignee, and as assignee of the estate and effects of James 
Hamilton Robinson, all goods, bills of lading, and other docu- 
ments connected with such goods belonging to the estate and 
effects of the said insolvent as are said to be in their possession 
and control; and that they were to account for such goods, bills 
of lading, and other documents belonging to the estate of the 
insolvent. But even if the order had adjudicated as to the pro- 
perty in the specific goods so shipped, or the proceeds thereof, 
I apprehend it would not deprive. the plaintiff of his right to 
+ sue in this Court to establish his right to the goods, if he can 
prove that they actually belonged to him, or that he had such 
an interest in the goods or the proceeds thereof, as prevented 
them from passing to the assignee of the insolvent. 
The section (1) does not authorize an order for the delivery to 
the assignee of any property, except property of the insolvent, or 
to which he is entitled under some trust, or property held for his 


(1) 11 Viet, c. 21, section 26.—In case 
“any person shall, after any such ingol- 
“vent shall have petitioned for his dis- 
“charge under this Act, or have been 
“adjudged tohave committed an act of 
“insolvency, and before the said insol- 
“ vent shall have obtained his discharge 
“in the nature of a certificate, as herein- 
“ after mentioned, be possessed of, pr have 
“ ander his power or control, any property 
« whatsoever of such insolvent, or to 
“which such insolvent may be in any way 
“entitled, oither under any trust, express 
“or implied, or otherwise held for his use 
“ond benefit, or in case any such person 


shall be at any such period indebted to `° 


“guch insolvent, it shall be lawful for 
“ gaid Court, upon the application of any 
“assignee, or any creditor of such ingol- 
“vent whose debt or demand shall have 
“ been admitted or established in the matter 


“of the said insolvent, to cause notice to 
“be given to such person, directing him 
“to hold and retain the said property till 
“the said Court shall make further order 
“concerning the same, and thereupon it 
“shall be lawful for the said Oourt fur- 
“ ther to order such person to deliver over 
“such property, and to pay such debts as 


“aforesaid, or any part thereof, to the as- 


“signee or assignees of the estate and 
effects of guch insolvent, for the general 
“ benefit of the creditors of such insolvent, 
“and such delivery and payment shall be 
made accordingly in obedience to such 
“order, and guch person shall, by such 
“ payment and delivery so made, in pur- 
“ guance of such order of the said Court, be 
“discharged in respect of such property 
‘Cand debts against all persons whatsoever 
“to all intents and purposes. 
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use and benefit. In short, it extends only to property which-“ can 
be applied for the general benefit of the creditors of the insolvent,” 
for that is the purpose for which, by the express words of the 
section, the property is to be delivered over to the assignee. 

If Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co. had been ordered to deliver 
over this specific property to Mr. Cochrane as assignee, they 
might have been discharged under section 26 of the Act as 
against Mr. Barlow for having acted under the orders of the Court; 
but I apprehend that an order made under this section to deli- 
ver over property to the assignee for the creditors of the insolvent 
does not prevent the real owner of the property from suing the 
assignee to establish his right and to recover back that property. 
Such an order is no more conclusive than an adjudication of 
bankruptcy or of insolvency. As to which, see cases referred to 
in Skinner’s Insolvent Act, pages 36 and 37, notes. If an order 
were made under section 26, upon an alleged debtor, to pay 


"a debt, alleged to be due from him to the insolvent, it surely 


would not be conclusive that he owed the money, and prevent 
him from showing that no debt was due from him. 

On these two grounds therefore, jirst, that the order con- 
tained. no adjudication with regard to the specific property, which 
is now the subject of the suit; and, secondly, that such order 
would not oust the Court of its general jurisdiction, it appears to 
me that the plaintiff is not precluded from maintaining this suit, 
if he can make out his right tothe property. The official assignee 
is no more protected than any other assignee would have been. 
The Court acted upon his application, and the order was obtained 
and acted upon by the official assignee at his own peril. See 
Perkin v. Proctor (1). 3 

The plaintiff prays that, under the circumstances set out in the 
plaint, his right to the goods, which were handed over by Messrs. 
Barton, Baynes and Co. to Mr. Cochrane, may be declared ; 
and that the defendant may be directed to make over to the plaint- 
iff the same, or such part thereof, as to this Court may seem fit, 
with interest, and that the defendant may be restrained from 


parting with the property. 


(1) 2 Wilson, 382. 
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It appears that, in or about the year 1862,an agreement was 
entered into betiveen John S. Bolton and Barlow, of Manchester, 
Messrs. Small and Co., of London, and Messrs. Balfour and 
Co., of Calcutta, for the shipment of goods to Balfour and Co., 
for sale and returns to Overend, Gurney and Co. The goods 
were to be bought by John S. Bolton and Barlow. 

It is important to remark that the goods were to be purchased, 
not by the three firms, but by the firm of Messrs. Bolton and Bar- 
low; that they were to be shipped to Balfour and Co., of Calcutta, 
not to be held or treated as their property, or to be dealt with by 
them as their own property, but for sale and returns to Messrs, 
Overend, Gurney and Co., of London, according to the terms of 
the agreement. One of the terms of the agreement was that 
such goods as Small and Co, and John S. Bolton and Barlow 
should deem advisable, should be bought by John S. Bolton and 
Barlow. John S. Bolton and Barlow to charge no commission 


"for buying and examining the goods, andto charge only usual 


charges for packing and making up the goods. Messrs. Small and 
Co. were to effect marine insurance, charging no commission, and 
John S. Bolton and Barlow were to draw at six months on Small 
and Co. for cost of goods, including packing charges; said bills to 
be discounted (and domiciled) at Overend, Gurney and Co. “ at 
1} per cent. in excess of Bank minimum rate.” 

The goods were to be sent to Balfour and Co. for sale and 
returns. Balfour and Co. were to charge no commission for selling 
or guaranteeing sales (that is, for acting as agents in the matter), 
but merely to charge for actual disbursements incurred ; and Bal- 
four and Co., on sale of the goods, were specially to remit the 
proceeds to Overend, Gurney and Co.,-in first class bills, to be 
drawn in favor of Overend, Gurney and Co. They were also to 
remit their three or six months’ bills, as might be most desirable, on 
Small and Co., in favor of John S. Bolton and Barlow, which 
Overend, Gurney and Co. agreed to take at 14 per cent. above 
bank minimum rate. Balfour’s bills were intended to enable 
Small and Co. to make provision for the six months’ bills of Bol- 
ton and Barlow on Small and Co., in case the latter should fall 


due before the arrival of the proceeds. Each of the three firms . 


was to take one-third share of the profits and loss. Bolton and 
e 14—E : 
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Barlow having to purchase the goods, would, no doubt, be the 
persons responsible to the vendors for the price. They were to 
raise funds by drawing bills at six months on Small and Co. for 
the costs of the goods, and to discount them with Overend, Gur- 
ney and Co., and Balfour and Co. were to draw bills for three or 
six months on Small and Co., in favor of Bolton and Barlow, to 
meet the six months’ bills on Small and Co., if they should fall due 
before the arrival of the proceeds; Overend, Gurney and Co. 
having undertaken to discount the bills of Balfour and Co. at 14 
per cent. below the Bank of England’s minimum rates, and to give 
up such bills, under rebate, on receipt of the proceeds. 

It is clear, then, that, according to the terms of the agreement, 
Balfour and Co. were not to retain the proceeds of the goods 
sent to them for sale, but were to remit them for the purpose of 
discharging the bills to be drawn for the cost of the goods. 

In pursuance of that agreement, several shipments were made. 


15 April, 


In the year 1863, Thomas Bolton retired from the firm of Bolton and 7 


Barlow, and the business was continued by the plaintiff, under the 
firm of Thomas Barlow and Brother. After the retirement of 
Mr. Bolton, the same agreement was adopted, and continued to 
be acted upon in all respects by Thomas Barlow and Brother, 
Messrs. Small and Co., and Messrs. Balfour and Co.; and several 
shipments were made to Balfour and Co. on triplicate account, 
upon the terms of thatagreement. Amongst the shipments, goods 
were purchased and sent out by Thomas Barlow and Brother in 
September, Ocotber, November 1866, and were shipped on board 
the Warwick Castle, Tantallon Castle, Kenilworth Castle, and 
the Riversdale respectively, and it is in respect of those goods 
that this suit has been instituted. 

It scarcely requires authorities to show that, by the terms of 
the agreement, under which the goods were shipped, the goods 


were sent to Balfour and Co. upon a special trust, and that the- 


proceeds of the goods sent out to Balfour and Co. were speci- 
fically appropriated, and were to be remitted by them to take up 
the bills drawn, to provide for the cost of the goods ; and that it 
would have been an act of dishonesty on the part of Messrs. 
Balfour and Co. if they had remained solvent, and had appro- 


priated such proceeds to-their own use, or had made them over to 
d 
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a creditor of their fitm, instead of remitting them. They had no 
authority to appropriate the proceeds, and to convert them into a 
‘general debt. Ex parte Sayers (1). The agreement and the 
shipments which form the subject of this suit, were made long 
before Small and Co. or Balfour and Co. stopped payment, or 
petitioned for relief under the Insolvent Act. 

The case of Inman v. Clare (2) shews that the proceeds were 
specifically appropriated, and there can be no doubt that that 
specific appropriation was binding in the case either of bank- 
ruptcy or insolvency. I entertain no doubt whatever that, 
whether Balfour and Co. drew bills for the purpose of taking 
up Small and Co.’s acceptances, according to the terms of the 
agreement, or not, they were bound to remit the proceeds of the 
goods shipped, in order to meet the bills drawn on account of the 
transaction, which might remain unpaid in the hands of Overend, 
Gurney and Co. Whether, when the goods were purchased by 
the plaintiff, they became his property, or the property of the 
three firms, who joined in the speculation, there is no doubt that 
equity would not have allowed Messrs. Balfour and Co. to appro- 
priate the proceeds of those goods to their own purposes, and to 
leave the plaintiff, who purchased the goods, and Small and Co., 
who accepted the six months’ bills, to take up the bills, without 
having the proceeds remitted according to the terms of the 
agreement. If Balfour and Co. were bound, before their insol- 
vency, specifically to remit the proceeds, their creditors acquired 
no right to have them applied in payment of their debts, and to 
have Barlow and Brother to take up the bills, and come in 
as creditors under the insolvency. Balfour and Co., as re- 
gards the goods which were sent to them for sale, were merely 
factors, whose duty it was to sell the goods ; and they were bound, 
by the express terms of the agreement, specifically to remit the 
proceeds, although they were to have an interest merely to the 
extent of one-third of the profits, if any, after the payment of all 
expenses, and to bear one-third of all losses. Even if the three 
firms had ajoint interest in the goods before the plaintiff had been 
repaid the purchase-money, or had been relieved from the obliga- 


(1) 5 Ves, 172, (2) 1 Johnson’s Ch., 769, 
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____1888 ' tions under which he had come, in order to raise the amount of the 
Bartow purchase-money, Messrs. Balfour and Co. had no right to hold the 
Coomiaxz, goods or the proceeds as their own property. To hold that Mr.’ 
James Hamilton Robinson, who was only one member of a firm, 
who had an interest in the speculation to the extent of one-third, 
had such an interest in the goods or the proceeds, as entitled his 
assignee to stop the remittance of the proceeds, appears to me to 
be at variance, not only with the principles of equity, but with 
those of common honesty. It would be clearly at variance with 
decided cases, even if the plaintiff ’s case rested upon the agree- 
inent alone, and the goods had remained in the possession of 
Messrs. Balfour and Co., up to the time when Mr. Robinson peti- 
tioned for relief. 
| In Burn v. Carvalho (1), to which I shall have to refer % 
another point, Lord Chancellor Cottenham, quoting Lord Eldon, 
temarked :—“ It has been decided in bankruptcy that, if a creditor 
gives an order on his debtor to pay a sum in discharge of his 
debt, and that order is shewn to the debtor, it binds him.” Again, 
hegays :—‘ Sir John Leach thus defines an equitable assignment: 
c In order to constitute an equitable assignment, there must be 
ań engagement to pay out of a specific fund.’ Upon this prin- 
ciple it is that assignments of future freight, and of non-exist- 
ing but expected funds, have been enforced in equity.” 
- The present case is a much stronger one, for the three firms 
expressly agreed that the particular fund, viz. the proceeds which 
should arise from the sale of the goods consigned to Messrs. Bal- 
four and Co. for sale, should be remitted for a particular pur- 
pose. The fund was thereby charged in equity, unless there 
was anything in the conduct of the parties by which their rights 
were put an end to upon the petition of Mr. Robinson, for 
telef. 

In Lindley on Partnership, 2nd edition, 681, it is said: “ The 
lien of a partner exists, not only as against the other partners, 
“but also as against all persons claiming through them or any 
“ of them. It is, therefore, available against their executors, 
* execution creditors, and assignees in case of bankruptcy.” 


(1) 4 M. & Or., 690, 
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It is clear that if Balfour and Co. had sold the goods, and © 1868 
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on the eve of insolvency had remitted the proceeds, according to ~ Banzow 
the terms of the agreement entered.into before their insolvency, Coomans 


the remittance would have been binding on their assignee. In 
the case of Thayer v. Lister (1) E. T., carrying on business 
on his own account in America, and being also a partner 
in the firm of T. and Co., in England, drew bills on T. and 
Co., which he employed T. and B., another American firm, 
to gell for him, undertaking to provide T. and Co. with remit- 
tances to meet them at maturity. T. and B., in accordance with 
their usual course of dealing with E. T., endorsed the bills and 
sold them, giving to E. T. bills on their agent in England for 
the amount. E. T. being on the eve of insolvency, sent the 
bills so received from T. and B. to the English firm of T. and 
Co., with instructions to accept the bills drawn by himself, and 
to hold the remittance for the purpose of meeting the payment 
thereof. On receipt of the remittance, T. and Co. accepted the 
bills drawn by E. T., and, disregarding the instructions, handed 
the bills of T. and B. to L., in accordance with a previous promise 


. made to him, in order to enable him to meet some liabilities 


incurred by him on behalf of T. and Co. It was held that these 
bills were specifically appropriated by E. T. to meet the bills 
‘drawn by him; that T. and Co. had received the remittances as 
agents of E. T., who had remitted them in a character distinct 
from his partnership in the firm of T. and Co. ; consequently, T. 
and Co, had no authority to apply the remittances to any other 
purpose than that directed, and L., who was held onthe evidence 
to have had notice of the specific appropriation, was bound to 
account to T. and B. for the proceeds. It was also held, that the 
above transaction did not amount to a voluntary preference by 
E. T. in favor of T. and B. 

After laying down the law to the effect above stated, the 
Vice-Chancellor, Sir W. Page Wood, remarked: “ Now, in 
“all this part of the case, I have put aside the question of 
“e Enoch Train’s insolvency. It is said that by the laws of 
** America, Which are analogous to our own, this was a voluntary 


(1) 30 LJ. Ch, 427, 
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“ preference of Thayer and Brother, as creditors of the firm of 
“ Enoch Train, atthe moment when he contemplated insolvency ; 
“that he did contemplate insolvency, I think must be con- 
« cadod on the correspondence. There is every probability that 
“it was staring’ him in the face; but in the first place, I do not 
* think it by any means clear, if it were necessary to determine 
* the point, that this would fall within the doctrine of voluntary 
* preference, regard being had to the circumstances proved in the 
s case, that there was an engagement in the mode of conducting 
* their business between the firm of Enoch Train and Co. and 
* the firm of Thayer and Brother, that each should take up its 
* own bills, and looking especially at the case of ex parte Imbert(1), 
“which has a very considerable bearing in many respects 
* on this case, although there was no specific engagement to 
“hand over. these specific bills for which- the Thayers were 
“ responsible, yet there being a general engagement that each 
e was to honour his own bills, I think that might raise some 
* considerable question whether, after specific appropriation had 
“ been made in this manner, the antecedent contract to provide 
«c for the bills would not fasten upon these bills so appropriated 
“ by the person who had entered into that engagement.” 

The plaintiff, Mr. Barlow, was examined under a commission. 
He swore that all the goods were bought and paid for by him- 
self, and that neither Small and Co. nor Balfour and Ço. had 
any interest in them except under the terms of the agreement of 
1862. In another part of his evidence he said: “I have paid 
“all the expenses in respect of these shipments, such as the 
« insurance, freight, and other charges. I produce a copy of a 
«e letter dated 18th December, which I wrote to Balfour and 
* Co., marked with the letter N.” Again he says: “On the 2nd 
« January 1867, I wrote another letter to Balfour and Co., 
** which was signed by Smalland Co. and Mr. Lewis Balfour. I 
produce a copy marked No.1. I had drawn bills on Small and 
* Co. for the cost of those four shipments, to the amount of 
« £9,312-2-5, and Small and Co. accepted those bills, and 
« they were, together with our own cheque for £217-1-10, being. 


(1) 1 De Gex. & J., 152. 
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c Small and Co.’s charges for the freight and insurance, deposited __ 1868 
“ by me with Williams Deacon and Co. who are Small and Co.’s Barrow 
\ “ London Bankers.” Coouraxz. 
It has been said that the terms of the agreement of 1862 
were departed from, and that Small and Co, had never agreed 
to the alteration; but the whole of the correspondence between 
Barlow and Co. and Small and Co. shows that the only 
point of difference between them was as to the place where, 
and the terms upon which, the six months’ bills drawn by 
the plaintiff upon Small and Co. were to be discounted and 
domiciled. It appears that Overend, Gurney and Co. become 
bankrupt, and it was, therefore, impossible to proceed upon 
the strict terms of the agreement of 1862, by discounting and 
* domiciling with them the bills which Barlow and Brother 
drew upon Small and Co., for the purpose of raising and 
recouping himself the amount which hehad paid, or become liable 
to pay for the goods. Barlow and Brother did not wish to 
stipulate for the renewal of the six months’ bills in the event of 
the proceeds of the goods not being sent home in time to meet 
them at maturity. They say, in their letter of the 9th Novem- 
ber: “ We should not like to mention the subject of renewals in 
any shape or form to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., as 
we have no such business with them.” Small and Co., probably 
being on the eve of bankruptcy, did not wish to be called upon 
to advance any cash; and when the firm of Barlow and Brother 
proposed that the six months’ bills to be drawn by them on Small 
and Co. should be domiciled with Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. 
Small and Co. objected, unless Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. 
would stipulate, as Overend, Gurney and Co. had done, to dis- 
count the pro formå bills to be drawn by Balfour and Co., 
for the purpose of providing funds to meet them in case of 
necessity. Small and Co. would not accede to Barlow’s propo- 
sal, that if the six months’ bills should fall due before the pro- 
ceeds of the goods should arrive, each of the three firms should 
provide one-third of the necessary cash. But no one ever sup- 
posed for a moment that Balfour and Co. were to be exonerated 
from the obligation under which they had come by the agreement, 
to remit the proceeds of the goods which were specially appro- 
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1868  priated to payment of the bills. The letters of the 7th of No- 
Bartow vember 1866, and of the 17th of May 1866 (which is referred 
Cocnzaxn. to in it), those of the 9th, 12th, and 16th of November 1866, 
and those of the Ist, 4th, 5th, and 6th of December 1866 make 
this point clear. In one of tlie early letters, namely in that of 
the 17th May 1866, Small and Co. say: “ Should any difficulty 
arise in the above respect with Messrs, Alexander, Cunliffe and 
Co., it may be mutually satisfactory to us both not to proceed 
further in these operations ;” but they did not act upon that sug- 
gestion. They still went on shipping goods for sale and returns, 
' and they accepted Barlow and Brother’s bills for the shipments 
in question. Whatever difficulty existed between Barlow and 
Brother and Small and Co. as to the removal of the six months’ 

bills, it is perfectly clear that neither Barlow and Brother, nor *% 
Small and Co., nor Balfour and Co. ever intended that Balfour 
and Co. should be relieved from the obligation of remitting the 
proceeds. Messrs. Balfour and Co. never contended that the 
difference of circumstances, which had arisen in consequence of 
Overend, Gurney and Co.’s bankruptcy, had exonerated them 
from the obligation of specially remitting the proceeds, and had 
converted a shipment for sale and returns into a shipment to 
Balfour and Co., with liberty to apply the proceeds to their own 
use, and convert themselves into general debtors for the amount, 

[ Peacock, C. J. here read the correspondence to which he had 
referred, and proceeded]:—Whether the bills were to be’ dis- 
counted and domiciled with, and the proceeds of the goods 
remitted to, Williams Deacon and Co., or Alexander, Cunliffe 
and Co., is immaterial. It is clear that the proceeds were to be 
specially remitted by Balfour and Co., in order to provide for 
the six months’ bills, or for the bis, if any, which might be 
discounted to provide funds-for taking them up. 

Sitting here asa Court of Equity, it appears to me that I 
should be doing injustice if I were to hold that, in consequence 
of the difference between Small and Co. and Barlow and Co., 
the specific appropriation of, and lien on, the proceeds had been 
abandoned ; and that the proceeds which all parties, long before 
any of ‘them stopped payment or petitioned under the Insolvent 
“Act, had agreed to appropriate to redeeming the bills, should be 
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retained, or appropriated by Messrs. Balfour and Co, leaving 
those who had paid for the goods to be mere creditors of Balfour 
and Co., without the security of the proceeds. I, therefore, hold 
that whether the remittances were to go to Alexander, Cunliffe 
and Co., or to Williams Deacon and Co., is wholly immaterial, 
and that up to the 2nd of January 1867, Balfour and Co. were 
bound by the terms of the, couiract to the proceeds according to 
the terms of the agreement. 

Another point was made on behalf of the defendant. It was 
contended that the goods were in the reputed ownership of the 
insolvents at the time of their petition for relief. 

On the 16th of January 1867, before the arrival of the goods 
in Calcutta, Mr. James Hamilton Robinson, the only partner 
of Balfour and Co. then in Calcutta, having received a tele- 
gram from his partner in England, handed over the bills of 
lading for the goods to Messrs.. Barton, Baynes and Co., the agents 
of the plaintiff, Barton, Baynes and Co. giving a receipt for 
the same, stating that the proceeds were to be remitted to Messrs. 
Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., for special appropriation. 

By the 23rd section of the Insolvent Act, it is enacted “ That 
< if any insolvent shall, at the time of filing his petition, or at 
“the time of filing the petition on which an adjudication of 
« insolvency shall be made by the consent and permission of the 
“ true owner thereof, have in his possession, order, or disposition 
* any goods or chattels, whereof such insolvent is reputed owner, 
“ or whereof he has taken upon him the sole alteration or dispo- 
“sition as owner, the same shall be deemed to bethe property 
* of such insolvent, so as to become vested in the official assignee 
* of the Court, by the order made in pursuance of this Act.” 
The time mentioned is the time of filing the petition. It is per- 
fectly clear that Mr. Robinson did not petition for relief until 
the 17th February, and that, after the 16th of January, when 
he made over the bills of lading to Barton, Baynes and 
Co., he had not the possession, order, or disposition of the 
goods. The shipowners would not have delivered the goods to 
him go long as Barton, Baynes and Co. held the bills of lading ; 
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in any way; nor could he have gained any credit upon the faith 
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of the goods, when he had neither. the goods themselves, nor the 


bills of lading, which represented them, in his possession. They - 


certainly were not in the order and disposition of Mr. Balfour the 
elder when he petitioned, for at that time they were in the hands 
of Mr. Cochrane, as assignee of Mr. James Hamilton Robinson. 
Mr. Robinson in his evidence spoke very candidly no doubt, 


when he said that if the goods had got into his possession (which . 


they never did), he would have sold them as the sole property of 
the firm. He says: “ Shipments were made on the triplicate 
“ account. I dealt with them as the property of the firm of 
« Balfour and Co. as far as our cash accounts were concerned, 
“and the goods were sold as if they were our goods. Goods 
were sold in triplicate account, not these particular goods, If 
“we had not stopped payment, and these goods had remained in 
* our possession, we should have sold them as the sole property 
“of the firm, and would have dealt with the bills of lading as 
“ the sole property of the firm.” 

No doubt, if the goods had remained in the possession of Mr. 
Robinson, he would have done so. But they did not remain in 
his possession. But even if they had remained in his possession, 
he could not, by his own act alone, have become the reputed 
owner of these goods, within the meaning of section 23. He must 
have had the possession, order, and disposition, or he must have 
taken upon himself the sale, alteration, or disposition thereof as 
owner, with the consent of the trueowners. The goods were not 
sent out to Balfour and Co. to be dealt with by Balfour and 
Co. as their own property, but they were sent m order that 
they might be sold by them as factors in the Calcutta market, and 
the proceeds remitted to England. 

Mr. Balfour in his evidence stated: “ It is the invariable custom 
“ when goods are consigned to a factor for him to pay the duty 
© and to enter them in his own name.” But yet it could not be 
successfully contended, that goods consigned to a factor for sale 
would pass to his assignee or insolvency as being in his reputed 
ownership. 

The case of Burn v. Carvalho (1) is a very strong case 
upon this point. In the present case, Mr. Robinson had ac- 


(1) 4 Mylne & Cr, 690. 
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tually handed over the bills of lading which represented the 1868 
goods long before he petitioned. The letter of Messrs. Barlow, Barrow 
\ and the telegram of his own partner, Mr. Lewis Balfour, Cooumane 
senior, had reached him, directing him to hand over those goods, 
and he very properly acted upon those letters. After those 
letters had been acted upon, the goods no longer remained in 
. Mr. Robinson’s possession; and even if he had refused to deliver 
them up, and had continued to act as the reputed owner, he would 
not have been the reputed owner with the consent of the truo 
owner. 

In Burn v. Carvalho (1) the owner of goods in the hands of an 
agent abroad, by an equitable assignment, trausferred the goods 
to a third pereon for value, and wrote to his agent, directing him 
to hand over the goods to the assignee. The assignor became 
bankrupt before the letter reached the agent. Yet it was held 
by Lord Cottenham, that the letter, althoughit had not reached 
the agent, prevented the proceeds of those goods from being in 
the reputed ownership of the assignor with the consent of the 
assignee. The Lord.Chancellor said: “I think the letters of the 
“Ath and 9th of April 1829 amounted to an equitable assignment 
“ of the funds in the hands of Rego” (thatis the agent,) “ and if so, 
“how can the subsequent bankruptcy in June, upon an act of bank- 
“ ruptey in May, destroy the effect of such equitable assignment? 
“ The property in the hands of the assignees was certainly 
“liable to this equity, unless some provision in the Bankrupt Acts 
“interferes to prevent it. Indeed, in most of the cases I have 
‘referred to, the question arose between the party claiming the 
“ equitable assignment, and the assignces of the debtor who gave 
“it. It was argued that the goodsin the hands of Rego (the agent) 
* were in the order and disposition of Fortunato (the assignor) at 
“ the time of his bankruptcy, and that they, therefore, passed to 
e his assignees; but this argument appears to be excluded by the 
“ fifty-fourth and fifty-fifth admissions, as I must take it asa fact 
“that there was no possibility of informing Rego of the equit- 
“ able assignment before the act of bankruptcy. There is, there- 
“ fore, the absence of the consent of the owner. The attempt to 
“prove a case of fraudulent preference, I think, wholly fails.” - 

(1) 4 Mylno & Cr., 690. 
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1868 The clauses in the Bankrupt and Insolvent laws relating to 
Barrow reputed ownership were intended to prevent bankrupts and insol- 
Cocuzaxz. vents from obtaining credit upon the faith of goods which do not 
belong to them; and, therefore, if the true owner allows his goods 
to be in the reputed ownerships of an insolvent up to the time of 
his petitioning, the goods, though not really the property of the 
insolvent, pass to his assignees, and are made available for paying 
his debts. But those provisions of the Insolvent Act do not pre~ 
vent the real owner.from withdrawing his consent at any time 
before the petition is presented. There is no fraud on the part 
of an owner who, anticipating the bankruptcy or insolvency of 
his agent, takes his own goods out of the agent’s possession; nor is 
there any fraud on the part of a man who expects to become 
insolvent, in returning the goods to the real-owner, when the latter k 
demands them. It would be fraudulent and dishonest if he were 
to refuse to doso. Mr. Robinson would have had no right to say 
to Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co.—* I will keep the goods in 
“my own possession. I won’t give them up. I will continue to 
“deal with them as the true owner, so that my creditors may be 
“paid with the proceeds of the goods which do not helong to me.” 
There was no fraudulent preference in his handing over the goods. 
The Legislature never intended to compel or enable an insolvent 
to commit such an iniquity as to retain the goods of a third person, 
without his consent, up to the time of bankruptcy or insolvency, 
in order that his own creditors might be paid with the proceeds 
of another man’s goods. Mr. Robinson was bound in honesty, 
as he was bound by law, to give up the goods and not to retain 
them in order that they might pass to his assignees. Even if he 
had retained the possession against the consent, and without the 
permission, of the true owner, they would not have passed. Mr. 
Robinson acted only as one would expect every merchant of honor 
and honesty to act under similar circumstances. He gave up the 
goods which did not belong to him to the agent who had been 
appointed to receive them, in order that the proceeds might be 
applied according to the terms of the agreement which had been 
entered into before his insolvency. 
For the benefit of trade, it has been held that “ the possession 
‘of goods by a bankrupt as a factor, though he has the power 
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“of immediately selling, or pledging them, and taking the 
“money, is not such a possession as will constitute a case of 
“reputed ownership, for his possession of the property is only 
“under abare authority to sell it for the principal, and to 
& account to him for the proceeds. A factor indeed stands in the 
* situation of a trustee with his principal, and whatever property 
“he has in his possession in that character at the time of his 
“bankruptcy, and which can be distinguished from his own, 
* belongs to his principal, and does not pass by the assignment”(1). 

If Mr. Robinson had retained these goods up to the time of 
filing his petition, they would not have passed to his assignee 
under the 23rd section of the Insolvent Act, jirst, because Messrs. 
Balfour and Co. were merely agents or factors for Barlow and 
Co., or for the three firms, and the consent of the true owners 
under which they were acting had been withdrawn. 

But something further took place between the parties after the 
letter under which Mr. Baynes received the bills of lading 
was written and sent to him. At the time when Messrs. Barton, 
Baynes and Co. received the bills of lading, they received them 
upon the terms that they should remit the proceeds to Alexander, 
Cunliffe and Co. for special appropriation. On the 2nd of 


January 1867, however, the three firms of Small and Co., Barton ' 


and Brothers, and Balfour and Co. came to an agreement, by 
which Barlow was to take upon himself the whole logs upon the 
shipments, in consideration of each of the two other firms giving 
up its share of the profits, if there should be any profits. This 
was more than three months before Mx. Lewis Balfour petitioned, 

and more than one month before Mr. Robinson petitioned; and I 
have no doubt whatever that the parties were at that time compe- 
tent by law to enter into that arrangement, and that it was binding 
upon the assignee both of Mr. Balfour and of Mr. Robinson, if 
it was not merely a colorable transaction. 

At that time the goods had not arrived in Calcutta. No one 
jn London knew whether there would be a profit or loss upon the 
speculation. ` If they had received any intelligence by telegram, 
they would have found that the market was a falling one, for that 


(1) 1 Deacon on Bankruptcy, 475. 
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is the effect of Mr. Bayne’s evidence. It was perfectly legitimate 
for Small and Co. and Balfour and Co. to dispose of their inter- 
est in the speculation to Barlow and Brother, if Barlow and 
and Brother were willing to take it. The transfer was not a 
mere voluntary one, for the agreement of Messrs. Barlow and 
Brother to take upon themselves the whole loss was a sufficient 
consideration for Small and Co. and Balfour and Co. giving up 
their respective interests in the profits. 

The learned Judge who tried the case has held that this was a 
voluntary transfer, fraudulent within the meaning of section 24 of 
the 11 and 12 Vict., c. 21, the Indian Insolvent Act. He says: 
“We have a firm hopelessly insolvent, knowing that they must 
“immediately either wind up under inspection, or petition the 
“Court, handing over shipments of very great value, with all 


* the profits which might be expected to result from them, to a`. 


‘* person who at most had only a joint interest with themselves in 
s the profits of the adventure.” 

This would have been so if the goods had been paid for, 
and each of the three firms had contributed its share of the 
purchase-money. But Barlow and Brother had bought and 
paid for the goods; bills had been drawn by them upon, and 
accepted by, Small and Co. for the amount, and those bills had 
been discounted. By express agreement, the proceeds of the 
goods were to be remitted, and had been specially appropriated. 
All that Small and Co. or Balfour and Co. were entitled to 
was a share of the profits after the proceeds of the goods should 
have been applied in discharge of the purchase-money and 
expenses. Whether there would be a profit or loss, was then 
unknown. Small and Co. and Balfour and Co. would have 
been at liberty to sell their interests in the joint speculation 
to a stranger, in consideration of the purchasers undertaking 
to bear their share of any loss; and there was no reason why 
Barlow and Brother, should not purchase the interests which 
might have been sold to a stranger. If Balfour and Co. had 
sold the goods, and had remitted the proceeds according to the 
agreement, even upon the eve of insolvency, they would have 
been perfectly justified in so doing. Insolvents are not to give 
voluntary preferences to particular creditors; but they are not 
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bound to violate all the engagements which they entered into 
whilst they were solvent, and to misappropriate the property 
of others in order that their creditors may receive a larger 
dividend. 

It was said that Balfour and Co. might have drawn pro formå 
bills upon the account of the goods. If they had done so, it 
would not have altered the*case. It does not appear that Bal- 
four and Co. ever drew any pro formå billsin respect of the ship- 
ments under consideration. If they did, the bills were never 
used. My. Robertson, of the firm of Small and Co., says: “ Bal- 
four never drew any bills on us at all in respect of these ship- 
ments.” He afterwards corrected himself. and said: “I cannot 
speak positively as to this, They may have drawn upon us; but 
if they did, the bills were never accepted.” Unless Messrs. 


_ Barlow and Co. had been guilty of a gross fraud, those bills 


if they ever were drawn, could not have been negotiated. They 
were to be drawn for the purpose of taking up Small and Co.’s 
six months’ bills. Small and Co.’s six months’ bills never became 
due. They were taken up by Barlow and Co. from the hands 
of Cunliffe and Co., and placed in the hands of Williams Dea- 
con and Co., before they became due. There was no necessity 
to use Balfour and Co.’s bills for the purpose of meeting them. 
Before the six months’ bills became due, the agreement of the 
2nd of January was come to, and Barlow and Co. were enti- 
tled to the goods and the proceeds, and were bound to take up 
the six months’ bills accepted by Small and Co. 

In a subsequent part of his evidence, probably after having 
refreshed his memory, he says: “I find that four bills were 
“drawn by Balfour and Co. on us in respect of the above four 
“ shipments, but we never accepted any of them,” 

Mr. Balfour, who was in England, representing his firm there, 
must also, when he signed the letter of the 2nd January, have 
known whether any pro formé bills had been drawn by Balfour 
and Co., or negotiated. He says: “ No bills were drawn from 
« Calcutta on these shipments. I can’t say that I remember, 
«at the end of 1866, any bills of ours being sent home against 
“these shipments. I can’t remember one way or the other. It would 
« have been in ordinary course, if it had been done. I believe I 
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“saw the whole correspondence between Small and Co. and - 
“ Barlow and Co. I was aware of a proposal in regard to these 
“shipments, Ultimately I signed “ D.” (that is, the agreement 
“of the 2nd January) at Mr. Robertson’s request, with a view 
* of reducing the liabilities of the two firms.” 

Mr. Robinson in his evidence says: “I believe there were 


“© pro forma bills drawn against thege shipments, which were gent 


“home to Small and Co. I can’t say that there were bills 
< drawn against all the shipments. I can’t say for certain, but I 
* believe there must have been pro formå bills drawn. I call all 
* the bills, which were sent home like the present, pro forma. It 
* does not make much difference whether they are called pro forma 
“ornot ; they were bills drawn against these shipments, but they 
“ were not used. They were bills which might have been used. 
*“ They were sent home to meet Small and Co.’s acceptance 
* to Barlow and Co., if necessary.” 

Then, was the agreement of the 2nd January a fraudulent 
or voluntary transfer by Small and Co. and Balfour and Co., 
to Barlow and Co.? Barlow had paid for the goods. He says: 
that he.paid for the goods himself; that he had drawn on Small 
and Co. bills which had been accepted; and that these were 
lodged with Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. Hesays: “In the 
“ original agreement, drafts were to be drawn by Balfour and 
* Co. on Small and Co, This was the usual course, and 
“ those drafts were called pro formå, and were lodged with the 
“ Þankers until Balfour and Co. sent home the proceeds of goods 
“ by bank bills. These bills were not deposited at the bankers 
“at all; they were discounted by the bill brokers—I mean Overend, 
*« Gurney and Co. It was afterwards Alexander, Cunliffe 
“and Co. To my knowledge ihey were not discounted, and none 
< were in currency. I am now referring to the shipment of the 
* goods in September, October, and November. None of the pro 
“formå bills against those shipments were dealt with in any way. 
<“ Those drafts were in fact accommodation to Small and Co., and 
“ were to be given up under rebate.” 

Well, then, what was there to prevent this arrangement from 
being come to? No one knew whether there would be a profit 
or a'loss in respect of the goods. Mr. Baynes says that the 
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market was then a falling one. A falling market would not 
induce the parties to believe that a profit would result. If they 


- really could- have foreseen what would, happen and the actual 


result of the speculation, they would have known that there 
would be a loss, and not a profit. The speculation actually 
resulted ‘in a loss of somewhere about £150, or Rs. 1,500. The 
proceeds realized by Mr. Baynes, and handed over to Mr. 
Cochrane, amounted to Rs. .. 90,563 0 1 
The proceeds of the 12 bales delivered to 

Mr. Robinson by the directions of Mr. 


Cochrane, realized Jes .» 5,464 10 0 
Making a total of ons se 96,027 10 1 
Barlow paid for the goods .. £9,312 2 6 
He also drew a cheque for ove £217 1 10 
in favor of Small and Co., the amount of Small and Co.’s charges 
for freight, and two cheques—one for ... £88 14 10 
and the other forinsurance ... see 134 2 1 


Total.. 222 16 11 
See letters of the lat, 3rd, 4th, and 5th J anuary 1867. The cost 


‘and charges altogether amounted to £9,752-1-2, which, at the 


rate of two shillings a rupee, left a loss of about £150, besides 
the loss which would have been incurred on account of exchange 
on remitting the proceeds. 

I fail to see that there was any fraud or dodin on the 


‘part of Messrs. Small arid Co., Balfour and Co., and Barlow and 


Brother, in entering into the arrangement of the 2nd January. 
Barlow and Brother having paid for the goods, agree to take upon 
themselves the whole risk of the speculation, and to bear all the 
loss if the other parties would give them up their share of the 
profits. If Small and Co. and Balfour and Co. had the slightest 
hope of pulling through, the arrangement was the best that they 
could haye come to, for they must have known that if the 
remittances should not arrive before Small and Co.’s bills should 
become due, those bills, amounting to £9,000 odd would have 
to be provided for. 
16—E 
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Hoth Small-and Cow aad Babar and Go. wished t rodus 
their liabilities, Barlow was willing to take their share of the 


» speculation off their hands; and even if he did so in the expects- 


tion that he might acquire a greater control over the goods and 
the proceeds, by having the goods handed over to his own agent, 
or from a fear that the goods, if left in the hands of Balfour and 
Co., might, in the event of their insolvency, be considered in their 
reputed ownership, there was nothing fraudulent in the transac- 
tion, All that Balfour and Co. actually gave up was one-third 
of a loss of £150. 

Mr. Balfour swears that the arrangement was come to, and I 
find nothing to induce me to think that it was a mere colorable 
transaction not intended to take effect in reality. 

Mr. Robertson says: “I remember in January 1867 an 


“ arrangement being made between my firm, Lewis Balfour, and ` 


“Barlow Brothers, that the whole interest in those shipments 
“should be transferred to Barlow Brother. I was here when 
“Mr, Barlow gave his evidence. He correctly described the mode 
“in which the assignment of these cargoes to Messrs. Barlow 
“ Brother was carried out.” 

Mr. Balfour says: “ Ultimately I signed ‘D. (that is the 


' “agreement of the 2nd January 1867) at Mr. Robertson’s request, 


“with a view of reducing the liabilities of the two firms. The 
“ proper date of D. must be 2nd January 1867. To reduce ha- 
e bilities in respect of those shipments. These were the last ship- 
c ments that were made.” -Again he says: “I wrote with a view 
“to reducing the liabilities of the two firms. Balfour and Co. were 


‘ interested in the goods; and if relieved, there would be no Habili- 
“ty, It was removing a liability or an eventual liability. I don’t 


“ remember the prospects. Small and Co. were anxious to get rid 
* of the liability. I assented to do so. That was my only reason.” 
‘Again he says: “The proposal was made to me by Mr. Robertson 
to enter into the arrangement by letter of 2nd January. It was 
* his suggestion to get rid of the liability of Small and Co. as well 
“eas of Balfour and Co.” Barlow wished, on some occasions, 
instead of discounting the Calcutta bills, to pay one-third, and for 
Small and Co, to pay two-thirds. 

i answer to Mr. Woodroffe, he said: “ When Robertgon 
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.  , asked me, I think I objected at first, as I thought there would 1868 
i “be some profit; but when he urged it would get rid of liability, Barrow 


‘ cy agreed.” Coonnanz. 
Messrs. Balfour and Co. were not precluded from entering 
) into a bond jide contract, even if they contemplated taking the 


` benéfit of the Insolvent Act, provided the contract was bond fide 
and fair. A man who stops payment, or contemplates stopping, 
is not immediately prevented from entering into any dealing or 
transaction. He must act honestly. If he does so, his contracts 
are binding on his assignees. I think that there was ample con~ 
sideration for the contract of the 2nd of January 1867, and that 
it caused no loss whatever to the creditors of Balfour and Co., 
but rather a benefit. Mr. Cochrane has nothing to do with Small 
2 and Co.’s transfer of their interest in the speculation. 

The transfer was not a secret transaction. An order had been 
sent out by Small and Co. to Jardine, Skinner and Co., to take 
possession of the goods from Balfour and Co. The letter was 
signed by Messrs. Jardine, Mathewson and Co., who were the 
agents of Jardine, Skinner, and Co., authorizing them to hand 
over the goods to Barton, Baynes and Co., if they should have 
taken possession. It isnot likely that, if the contract was a secret 
and fraudulent one, not intended to operate, Messrs. Jardine, 
Mathewson would have been asked to sign the letter. 

Mr. Balfour the elder did not sign the name of his firm, but 
he swears that what he did, he had authority to do on behalf of 
Balfour and Co. Not only was Mr. Balfour authorized to act 
for the firm, but Mr. Robinson adopted and ratified his act, and 
acted under his directions, when he handed over the goods to 
Barton, Baynes and Co. 

If Messrs. Balfour and Co. made a fraudulent assignment 
within the meaning of section 23 of the Insolvent Act, they 
rendered themselves liable under section 50 of that Act to two 
years’ imprisonment. But could it be contended that they did so 
by merely transferring their interest or profits in consideration .. 
of limiting their liability in case of loss? 

It appears to me that this transaction of the 2nd of January 
was intended by the parties to be carried out; that it was honest 
and bond fide; and that the property in the goods passed by it to 
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Messrs. Barlow Brother. Further, I hold that, if the property 
did not pass to Barlow Brother, the proceeds were specifically 


appropriated for taking up the bills of Balfour-and Co., on Small- 


and Co.; and until those bills are paid, Mr. Robinson has no interest 
in the goods which could justify his assignee in stopping the remit- 
tance of the proceeds, or of taking the property out of the actual 
possession of the plaintiff’s agents, Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co. 
If the transfer of the 2nd January 1867 did not transfer the 
property, and Mr. Robinson’s interest under it, it is clear that 
Mr. Robinson was not entitled to the proceeds, but merely to one- 
ninth of the profits, if any, after all the costs and expenses should 
have been paid‘out of the proceeds. The speculation, however, as 
already shown, resulted in a loss. 

It has been urged that Small and Co. were in insolvent circum- 
stances, when the letter of January 2nd was signed, but Small 
and Co.’s assignees have not interfered. In that respect the 
case resembles Thayer v. Lister (1) to which I have already 
referred. The assignee of Robinson and Balfour has nothing 


to do with Messrs. Small and Co.’s insolvency or bankruptcy. _ 


After the arrangement of the 2nd of January had been enter- 
ed into, Barlow and Co. took up the six months’ bills, which were 
in the hands of Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., and placed them 
in the hands of Williams Deacon and Co., who were the bankers 
of Small and Co., to be handed over to the latter firm, as soon 
as Barlow and Co. should be satisfied that the goods had ‘been 
transferred to their own agents in Calcutta. Small and Co. 
on the 14th of February wrote (reads the letter of that 
date). : 

Barlow and Co. wrote on the 20th February (reads the letter 
of that date). 

The fact is, that when the bills of lading were handed over to 
Barton, Baynes and Co., neither they nor Mr. Robinson were 
aware of the letter of the 2nd January 1867, and Messrs. 
Barton, Baynes and Co. received the goods upon terms that the 
proceeds were to be remitted to Messrs. Alexander, Cunliffe and 
Co. for special appropriation. 
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On the 11th March 1867, Barlow and Co. wrote to Williams: 
Deacon and Co. (reads the letter of that date), 


On the 12th March, Small and Co. wrote to Barlow and 
Co. (reads the letter of that date). 


The two cheques for insurance, aggregating £222-16-11, were 
sent by Barlow to Small and Co., in a letter of 4th January 
1867, and the receipt was acknowledged by them on the 5th of 
the same month. 


The question then is, whether the assignee of Robinson, who 
would have beenentitled to only one-third of one-third or one-ninth 
of the profits, if any, would have been entitled to stop the remit- 
tances if the goods had not been delivered over to the plaintiff’s 
agent, or was justified in taking the goods or the proceeds out of 
the hands of the plaintiff's agent, and to administer them for the 
benefit of the general body of creditors of James Hamilton 
Robinson and Lewis Balfour the elder. It appears to me that he 


` is not, and that it ought to be declared that the goods and the 


proceeds are the property of the plaintiff, and that he is entitled 
to recover from the defendant such proceeds amounting to 
rupees 96,027-10-1, with interest thereon, in the nature of 
damages at 6 per cent. per annum, from the time when the pro- 
ceeds and goods were handed over to the official assignee. It must 
be referred to the officer of the Court to ascertain what is the 
amount of interest, and to report thereon. The parties will, I 
dare say, have no difficulty in agreeing upon the amount. 

It is said that the assignee made no interest of the money, but 
whether he did so or not, the plaintiff lost the use of his money 
through the claim of the defendant, which was unwarranted. In 
the old form of action of trover, interest would have been 
recoverable by Act XX VI. of 1841,section7 (1), and Act XXTIL 


Q) Act XXVI. of 1841, Section 7, 
is asfollows :—‘ And itis hereby enacted 
that every such Court as aforesaid, on the 
trial of any issue, or on any inquisition 
of damages, may, if they think fit, give 
damages in the nature of interest over 
and above the value of the goods at 


the time of the conversion or seizure, 
in all actions of trover or trespass de 
bonis asportatis, and over and above the 
money recoverable in all actions on po- 
licies of assurance made after the pass- 
ing of this Act.” 
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of 1861, section 10 (1). Section 15 (2) of the Rules and Orders 
merely relates to the place in which the official assignee shall 
keep the assets of insolvent estates; the assets sre still under 
his control. See also Rule 23 (3). 


I asked for the affidavit of Mr. Baynes, upon which the order ` 


of Mr. Justice Phear was drawn up for the -purpose of ascer- 
taining whether, the defendant was made acquainted with all 
the facts in answer to his application. It appears that it 
was not put in evidence in the cause. 


made upon the application of Mr. Cochrane, and he has set up 


a case of reputed ownership and of fraud, which has failed, 


I see no reason for withholding from the plaintiff the costs of. 


the’ suit and of the appeal. They will, therefore, be awarded 


to him’ to be taxed according to Scale No. 2. 
I regret very much that it should have devolved upon me to 
give a decree at variance with the opinion of two of my learned 


colleagues. It was not my wish to do so. 
honorable colleague, Mr. Justice Markby, that, as in consequence 


(1) Aet XXIII. of 1861, Section 10, 
is as follows :—“ When the suit is for a 
gum of money due to the plaintiff, the 
Court may, in the decree, order interest at 
such rate as the Court may think proper 
to bo paid on the principal sum, adjudged 
from the date of suit to the date of de- 
cree, in addition to any interest adjudged, 
on such principal sum, for any period 
prior to the date of sult, with further in- 
terest on the aggregate sum so adjudged, 
and on the costs of the suit, from the date 
of the decree to the date of payment.” 

(2) The Rules and Orders of the In- 
solvent Court, Section 15, provides that, 
« unless the Court} shall otherwise speci- 
ally order, the assets of insolvent estates 
shall be paid into the Bauk of Bengal, 
in the name of the official assignee, and, 
when practicable, to the credit of the par- 
ticular estate to which they belong, and 
thatsums set apart on account of divi- 
denda, shall be distinguished by the head- 
ing “dividends account,” and that no 


I proposed to my 


investment other than in Govornment 
Paper shall be made of any assets, with- 
out the sanction of the Court.” 

(8) Section 28.— That all officers of 
the Court shall follow the instructions of 
the Court according to the exigencies of 
each particular case, subject to such 
directions as shall, from time to time, be 
prescribed by the Oourt; that when on 
the death, removal, sicknesa, or unavoid- 
able absence of the official assignee, any 
other shall be appointed to act in his 
stead, the official assignee so appointed. 
shall have at the Bank of Bengal and at the 
treasury a certificate of his appointment, 
under the seal of the Court, and shall at 
the same time sign his name in the proper 
books of the Bank of Bengal and the 
Treasury, and thereupon all drafts drawn 
and signed by such official assignee, shall 
be payable and paid as if they had been 
signed by the official assignee, in whose 
stead be shall have been appointed.” 


But as the order was.. 
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of the difference of opinion, this appeal would be determined 
according to my opinion, under section 36 of the Letters Patent, 
we should abstain from expressing any opinion, or delivering 
judgment, in order that a Court composed of ourselves and some 
additional Judges might be appointed to hear the case. My 
learned colleague, however, considered that it was not competent 
for us to do so." 


I confess I entertain no doubt on the point. f think that two 


Judges have a right, in case they disagree, to abstain from deli- 


D vering judgment, in order that the case may be referred for 


decision to a Court composed of a larger number of Judges, and 
it certainly would have been more satisfactory in this case. 

By section 36 of the Letters Patent of the High Court, it is 
ordained, thatif the Judges should be equally divided, the opinion 
of the senior Judge shall prevail, that is, if the Judges deliver 
judgment. Butthe Judges are competent, as it appears to me, 
to abstain from delivering judgmentin order that the case 
shall be heard before a Bench composed of a larger number of 
Judges of the Court. If this could not be done without consent, 
the parties might at least have been asked whether they would 
ċonsent to such a course being adopted. 

I have known cases in which, when four Judges of the Court 
of Queen’s Benchof Common Pleas have been equally divided in 
opinion, one of the Judges has withdrawn, and left the decision 
of the case to the other three. 

In Laugher v. Pointer (1), the Court of Queen’s Bench was 
placed in this predicament. The Judges disagreed, and they 
abstained from delivering judgment, and referred the case for the 
opinion of the twelve Judges. 

I pointed out that Mr. Justice Phear had already had the case 
before him, and passed the order under which Mr. Baynes had 
made over the goods and the proceeds to the defendant; that Mr. 


-Justico Norman had already decided in conformity with the view 


of my learned colleague; and that if we should proceed to 
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deliver judgment, my opinion would prevail against the opinions of, 


two Judges. My judgment will be appealable to another Bench 
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of the High Court, if the parties wish it. Mr. J ustice Macpher- 
son is the only remaining Barrister-J udge ; and if an appeal be 
preferred, it will have to be determined by a Bench composed 


‘almost exclusively of Civilian Judges, who cannot be expected to 


be so well versed with the rules of English Equity as the Barris- 
ter-Judges. It, therefore, appeared to me that the best course to 
be adopted, and the one which would be most satisfactory to the 
parties, would bè that which I proposed. I regret that that course 
has not been followed, and that my learned colleague should 


- ‘think that he has not the power to consent. I had, therefore, po 


alternative, but to decide the case according to my own opinion, 
notwithstanding it has the effect of reversing a judgment of Mr. 
Justice Norman’s, which my learned vpllengne, Mr. Justice Mark- 
by, considers correct. 


Manxsy, J.—I do not consider the reasons which the Chief 
Justice has assigned for referring this case to another Bench, 
however cogentthey may be, are suchas we areat liberty to consider. 
The Charter has provided by section 36 that, if the Judges of the 
Court are equally divided, then the opinion of the senior Judge 
shall prevail; and section 15 provides that, where Judges of a Divi- 
gion Court are equally divided in opinion, there shall be an 
appeal to the Court at large. I understand the Chief Justice 
to say that he considers both these results, which would or 
might follow, from our delivering judgments now, to be unde- 
sirable. I agree that they are. But in my opinion whether 
they are so or not, is not a consideration upon which we are at 
liberty to enter. When the Charter provides that certain con- 
sequences are to follow, if two Judges composing a Division 
Court differ in opinion, I do not think we can avoid those con- 


`~ gequences by an arrangement amongst ourselves for changing 


the tribunal which is to decide upon the case. I think the plain- 


-tiff has a right to the full advantage of the ‘Chief Justice's opi- 


nion in his favor, and that the defendant has a right to appeal, 
if he is so minded, to the Court at large. We have, there 
is no doubt, if we cannot come to a conclusion, a right to order 
the case to be re-argued; but as I conceive, we can order this tc 
be done before ourselves only. 
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I think, when once a Division Court has been appointed to hear 


‘a case, that Court is bound to deliver judgment, unless prevented 


from doing so by unavoidable accident, or discharged from that 
duty by the consent of the litigant parties. This is always done, 
when questions of law are referred to the Full Bench, where, 
according to my view, the decision of the Full Bench is an opi- 
nion given for the guidance of the Judges of the Division Court, 
but the judgment in the case remains that of the Division Court, 
and the Division Court only. i 

+ There is a rule numbered 23, at page 358 of Mr. Broughton’s 
edition of the Code of Civil Procedure, and numbered 26 at 
p. 29 of Mr. Belchambers’ collection of Rules, which provides 
that “appeals from the decision of one Judge in the exercise 
“of ordinary original civil jurisdiction, “shall be heard and 
“ determined by at least two other Judges; and in case the two 
“ Judges, who exercise the appellate jurisdiction, differ in 
“ opinion, they may direct that the cage shall be re-heard before a 
s Division Court consisting of themselves and some other Judge 
“or Judges; and if no such order be made, the decision shall be 
“ affirmed.” 

That rule appears to have been passed before the present 
Charter, and for one year only, but Mr. Belchambers seems to 
consider it to be in force by the operation of Rule 83 in his col- 
lection, which was passed after the Charter, and provides generally 
for the continuance of all rules which were in force before 
the Charter. Had the Court collectively and expressly re-enacted 
the old rule on this subject, I should probably not have felt at 
liberty to question its validity, however much I dissented from it. 
But I do not consider a sweeping and general rule, such as Rule 
83, a sufficiently clear and explicit statement of the opinion 
of the Court, to justify me in violating what on my view are 
the plain words of the Charter and plain principles of law. 

The learned Judge, after briefly stating the nature of the 
case and reciting the agreement of 1866, proceeded :—For 
some time goods continued to be shipped under this arrange- 


ment, and in the months of September, October, and Novem-’ 


ber 1866, goods to the value of about £9,000 were purchased 


by Barlow, in consultation with Small and Co. and Balfour and 
oN 17—E 
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1868 Co,, and despatched to Balfour and Co. in Calcutta, in pursuance 
Bartow of the above agreement. Some discussion seems to have taken 
Cocuzass. place as tothe form of the invoices which were to accompany the 
goods, nor has it clearly been shown in what form the invoices 
were ultimately drawn; but the point under discussion was to 
whom the proceeds should be remitted. I infer that Barlow had 
drawn on Small and Co. for the price of these goods, and Small 
` and Co., had accepted the bills, which it seems have been deposit- 
ed, not with Overend, Gurney and Co. as arranged, but with 
Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. Why the agreement had been thus 
. departed from, is not explained, though from the letter of Small 
and Co. to Barlow, of 7th November, it seems to have been 
under ‘contemplation for some months prior to this. From 
the date last mentioned, to the 6th December, this matter 
~ was discussed; the main point of difference (which was . 
never settled) being the mode in which the bills were to be 
provided for at maturity. „On the 8th of December, Small and- 
Co. stopped payment, and on the 16th December, Small and Co. 
informed Barlow that, jointly with Balfour senior, who was then 
in England, they had telegraphed to Balfour and Co. in Cal- 
cutta, to place the goods in question in the hands of Jardine, 
Skinner and Co., “ pending completion of arrangements.” What 
the object of this change ôf possession was, or what the arrange- 
ments then pending were, we do not know. On the 20th Decem- 
ber, however, Barlow being apparently dissatisfied with this 
telegram, sent a letter to Balfour and Co. at Calcutta, containing 
different instructions. (Reads the letter of that date.) 
It-is evident also that some letter was also addressed by 
Barlow to Small and Co. on the same date, upon the subject 
* of these goods, and making some proposition with respect to them. 
. But, Barlow seems to have concealed from Small and Co. the 
letter written by him on the 18th December to Balfour and Co., 
in Calcutta, for on the 19th December, Small and Co. wrote to 
Barlow as follows. (Reads the letter of that date.) 
` To this Small and Co. reply on the 22nd. In that they hope 
shortly to carry out the arrangement proposed, and they wrote 
again on the 26th tothe same effect. But on the 27th, Small and 
-Co., who were evidently acting under the direction of their 
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creditors, proposed a totally different arrangement. (Reads letter of 
27th). This new proposal was discussed for some days, and ulti- 
mately the letter of 2nd January 1867 was written. . (Reads the 
letter of that date.) Immediately afterwards, Balfour senior 
telegraphed to Balfour and Co., at Calcutta, as follows: “ Barlow’s 
triplicate goods deliver to Barton Baynes and Co.” This 
message, by a curious coincidence, reached Robinson at Calcutta 
on the same day that Barlow’s letter of 18th December reached 
him; and though, of course there was no real connexion what- 
‘ever between the two, would appear to Robinson to confirm it. 
Robinson, accordingly, handed over the Invoices and Bills of 
Lading of the goods to Barton, Baynes and Co., taking the 
following receipt : 
: : Calcutta, January 16th, 1867. 

Received from Messrs. Balfour and Co., the undermentioned Invoices 

and Bills of Lading as instructed by Messrs. Thomas Balfour and 


Brothers, Manchester. 
Warwick Castle, 178 B. ; Tantalion Castle, 17 B. ; Riversdale, 80 


C. ; Kenilworth Castle, 143 B, &o. i 
Baxzton, Baynes AND Co. 


Proceeds to be remitted to Messrs, Alexander, Cunliffe and Co., for 
special appropriation. : 
Barton, Baynes AND Co. 


Barton, Baynes and Co. received the goods on arrival, and sold 


the greater portion of them. Early in February, Robinson peti- 
tioned the Insolvent Court, and subsequently an order was made 


_ by the Commissioner, directing Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co. 


to deliver up to the official assignee the proceeds of so much of 
the goods as they had sold, and the unsold portion remaining in 
their hands; which they, under that order, accordingly did. 

The position which I understand the plaintiff to take up in his 
plaint is that, prior to the agreement of the 2nd J: anuary 1867, 
the goods in question were the property of himself exclusively ; 
and that Small and Co. and Balfour and Co. were only interest- 
ed in the profits of the adventure ; that subsequent to the agree- 
ment of the 2nd January, the interest of those two firms had 
ceased altogether. : 
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1868 It appears to me that the plaintiff’s first position is wholly 
Barrow untenable. He supports it by asserting that he was the person 
Coouraxx. who bought, and paid for these goods;’but for this, I can dis- 
cover no foundation. Itis clear that, by the arrangement, that 
none of these three parties were, ifit could possibly be avoided, 
to find any cash at all, but funds were to be raised by discount~ 
ing and re-discounting, till the proceeds arrived from India. If 
Sash advances were ultimately found unavoidable, Barlow was 
to find one-third only. There is no evidence whatever that the 
goods now under consideration were bought on. any other terms, or 
that Barlow at the outset was solely responsible for the price of 
them. “On the contrary, it is clear that the usual course of 
« financing,” as it is called, was followed in respect of these 
goods, as in previous consignments. In my opinion, in this ease, % 
as in all others between the same parties, each of the two firms 
.and Barlow were in the outset part owners of these goods, and 
each became liable to the others to contribute his share towards 
the cost price of the goods. 

I also think it clear that’ there had ceaséd to be in November 
1866 any binding agreement between these parties as to where . 
the proceeds were to be remitted. It was agreed that they 
should no longer be remitted to Overend, Gurney and Co., and 
no one had then been or afterwards was substituted for that firm. ~ 

Further, Small and Co. had, as I have said, stopped payment 
on the 9th December. Balfour and Co. had been insolvent for 
some years, and it was quite understood that the two firms 
were so involved, that the stoppage of one was the stoppage of 

„both; this was also in my opinion known to Barlow. 

‘Now, in considering the effect of the arrangement of January 
2nd, I will assume that, if operative, it passes the whole interest 
, of. Balfour and Co. in these goods to Barlow, notwithstanding 

7” that it is signed by Balfour senior in his own name only, and not 
in that of the firm. The evidence is, however, so imperfect, that ` 
it is not very easy to ascertain, with precision, what the exact 
situation of the parties then was. I donot think any cash advances ~ 
had then been made by any one ; but Barlow, as drawer of the . 
bills on Small and Co. for the price of these goods, had incurred 
a liability, whicli made him a creditor on Small and Co. and - 
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Balfour and Co.'s estates. He had parted with the goods, and 
had no lien on them, there being, as I have shewn at that time, no 
special appropriation of the proceeds of these goods, The pro- 
vision for special remittance to Overend, Gurney and Co. had 
been abandoned, and to remit them to Alexander, Cunliffe and Co. 
would have been utterly contradictory not only to the original 
agreement, but to the then expressed desire of Small and Co. 
and Lewis Balfour, who refused to allow this, unless Alexander, 
Cunliffe and Co. would do the needful, that is, as I understand it, 
take them upon the same terms as Overend, Gurney and Co. 
had done. «These parties, therefore, stood, as far as I can see, in 


the ordinary relation of partners, jointly interested in goods not ` 


in their possession, and upon which a joint liability had accrued. 
Under these circumstances, all the parties but one being insol- 
vent, the partnership is broken up, and all the property of the 
firm is assigned to the insolvent partner. This is done under no 
pressure whatever; and for the express object, as it seems to me, of 
preventing any part of these goods being distributed, as they would 
otherwise have certainly been to the extent of one-third amongst 
the general creditors of Balfour ‘and Co., I can see no difference 
between the preference of a partner and the preference of any 
other creditor. A partner may hold the property of the partner- 
ship in his possession against his co-partner’s creditors. He has 
alsoa rightof having an account taken, before partnership property 
in the hands of his insolvent co-partner is distributed amongst 
the same creditors; but I do not consider that, in order to avoid 
thé consequences of an insolvency, a solvent partner has a right 
to take from the insolvent an assignment of all the latter’s 


interest in the partnership property, and so prevent, that account 
being taken, This isa transaction between the parties, not as — 
partners and in pursuance of the partnership, but as strangers, 


and in direct contravention of the terms of the partnership, and 
must be looked at in the same light as a transaction between an 
insolvent and any other creditor. 

- If. this be the right view of that transaction, I must say I can 
come to no other conclusion, than that it was a fraudulent prefer- 
ence, so far as Balfour and Co. are concerned. In the case of 
Small and Co., it may possibly have been different; but in the 

e ve 


1868 


COCHRANE» 


Ben. Law ï 
» 15 April, 


HIGH COURT’ OF JUDIOATURE, CALCUTTA [B.L. R. 


conduct of Balfour senior, I can see nothing, but the most reckless 
disregard of the interests of his general creditors, and a readiness 
to do any thing which might favor the interests of Small and Co. 
and Barlow, under whose immediate influence he was acting. It 
is said that there was a good consideration for the assignment in 
this, that Barlow took upon himself the risk of any loss upon this- 
consignment, But it appears to me that the investigation of the 
facts not only negatives this contention, but shows the conduct 
of the parties in a still stronger light. There was nota word of 
evidence to shew that the adventure was at that time likely to be 
a losing one. There is not an allusion to this topic in any one of 


` the letters. Even under the circumstances which have occurred, 


and which in all probability would be adverse to a sale, it has aie 
turned out to beso. Nor do I understand the parties themselves * 


_ go to place the transaction. When they say the object of this 


arrangement was to reduce the liabilities of the two firms, I do 
not think they mean the liability to-loss, but the liability on the 
bills drawn on Small and Co..for the price of the goods, and 
supposed to be drawn by Balfour and Co. in favor of Barlow. 
Moreover, great pains are taken to secure Small and Co. from 


any further responsibility in réspect of these goods, but none 


whatever beyond a bare recital to secure Balfour and Co. The 
parties had every reason to believe, and according to their‘own 
evidence, did believe, that drafts of Balfour and Co. in favor of 
Barlow, were then on their way to England, yet no provision is 
made for disposiig of these on arrival. Moreover, under the 
agreement, as originally made, the accounts of each shipment 


_ were not to be kept separate, and for aught I know now Balfour 


and Co.’s estate may be liable for a large amount on account of 
bills drawn in respect of former consignments. No one, not even 
Balfour himself; seems to have thought any matters in which his 
firm ‘was -interested worthy of a moment’s inquiry or considera- 
tion. I, therefore, think that the transaction of January 2nd 


- was a fraudulent preference, and void so far as Balfour and Co. 


were concerned, and that Balfour and Co. remained, notwith- 
standing, owners of one-third share in these goods. I regret that 
there should bé a difference of opinion on this question, but in 
my opinion it is;one' rather of fact than of law. 
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This is the only point decided in the Court below. And I 


have great doubt whether it was ever part of the plaintiffs case 
that, if the agreement of the 2nd January was held to be void, ‘the 
plaintiff could fall back on the original agreement of 1862, and 
contend that under that there was a special appropriation‘of the 
proceeds of these goods which was binding ; and that the transfer 
to Barton, Baynes and Co. was in furtherance of this agreement, 
so that Barlow had, through his agent, a lien on these proceeds, 
which was good against the official assignee. I find nothing at 
all of this sort, in thé plaint or written statement of the plaintiff. 
I find no issue raising such a point amongst the list of issues 
handed in by Mr. Newmarch. I find no allusion to it whatever 


in the judgment of Mr. J ustice Norman, and there is no com- 


plaint that the Judge has raised the wrong issues. 


But even if the plaintiff could now raise such a contention, 


where is the evidence in support of it? As a matter of fact, 
Robinson handed over the goods on the letter of 28th December 
confirmed, ag’ he supposed, by-the telegram from Balfour. At 
that time he knew nothing of the arrangement 6f January 2nd. 
But supposing his intention in the matter to be immaterial, there 
was not at that time, as I have already pointed out, any existing 
agreement binding him, as representing Balfour and Co., to remit 
the proceeds to any particular person. ‘The right which once 
did exist, was to have these proceeds remitted to Overend, Gurney 
and Co., who had agreed to accept them on certain conditions. 


That right was gone, and no other right of the same kind had | 


ever been substituted. The agreement of 2nd January did not 


renew the right to have the proceeds remitted for special appro- , 


priation. 

It was an arrangement of a totally different character, and I do 
not think we should be justified in going out of our way to give 
that agreement an operation which was neyer intended: by the 
parties. We haveno right to make a contract for the parties. If 


they had met and agreed to substitute some other firm for Overend, - 


Gurney and Co., to whom the proceeds should be remitted for 
special appropriation ; and the goods had been handed overby Robin- 
son to Barton, Baynes and Co., for that special, purpose, that might 
possibly have been good. We should still have had to consider 
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. 1868 _ several important questions, such as whether a right to demand 
Bartow a special appropriation of the proceeds creates a (so-called) lien 
Coumans, on the goods; whether a transfer of possession, in order to carry 
out such lien on the eve of a petition to the Insolvent Court, is 
- a fraudulent preference ; whether it would be void ‘under section 
24 of the Indian Insolvent Act, and so forth. But it is wholly } 
_ unnecessary to consider any of these questions, because, in my opi- 
nion, there was, on the 16th of J. anuary, no lien, and nothing in the 
nature of a lien over these goods in favor of Barlow; and if no 
lien then existed, Robinson could not create one. A lien.cannot 
be created without consideration, and the ; only - consideration 
which I can find is the claim which Barlow had against Balfour 
pS “and Co. in respect of any payment which ‘he’ may’ at that 
time have made, or any liability which he may at that time have 
incurred on account of: these goods; that is, his claim as a 
creditor. But if he was a creditor, then the creation of-a lien 
in his favor can in no way be maintained. Section 24 of the 
Insolvent Act makes every transfer or delivery of property” by 
the insolvent for the benefit of a creditor, withint+wo months, 
of his insolvency, absolutely void.. No question of fraud arises ` 
. under this section; the difference between some of the Colonial . 
Statutes and the English Law of Bankruptey'in “this respect is 
pointed out by Lord Westbury in a casé of Nunes v. Carter (1). 
_He there shows that the” Insolvency Law of Jamaica’ has 
"retained features which did formerly, but now no longer, exist 
- in’England ; and this is also: the case with the Insolvency Law ” 
“here. Moxeover, Barlow cannot say that this was partnership 
property in his possession through his separate agent, for even 
supposing for a moment that Barlow could now in this suit fall 
back on his rights as a partner, yet he had no power, as partner, 
. to appoint a separate agent at Calcutta empowered to demand 
. and hold partnership property adversely to the other .partners, 
-Of course, there is not the slightest pretence for saying that Barton, 
Baynes and Co. held this property as partnership property at all; 
-but if they did, they held it under the orders’ and at the disposal 
‘of Balfour snd Co., and possession of it- could have been 
>" removed at any moment by Balfour and Co. 
d ~ (PIL R. P, C., 342 
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In no way, as it appears to me,’ can the plaintiff defeat the 


in India, to take . possession. of these goods or their proceeds, 
which were the joint property of the firm. This is the right. of 


the Official Assignee upon general principles, and has been recog... 


nized as part of the law of insolvency in India, both in practice 
here, and also by the Court of Common Pleas in England, in 
Brown v, Carbery (1). 

The only remaining question is, as to the prayer, that the 


„order of Mr. Justice Phear in the Insolvent Court should be 


set aside; and the Official Assignee restricted from distributing 
these moneys amongst the general body of Balfour and Co.’s 


creditors.. I think this order of ‘Mr. Justice, Phear has been mis- 


understood.’ It is not'founded on the right of the Official Assignee 
to take possession of these goods, under what is-called the reputed 
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ownership clause ; but on his right as representing the only part- 


ner in India, to take pośsession of joint property, of the partner- 
ship. Itis the usual form of order under section 26. There is 
no declaration that the entire, property-in these’ goods. passed to 
the assignee, and nó reason to suppose that it will be-so acted on. 


Thé. Official Assignee can only act under the orders of the Com- - 


missioner of the Insolvent: Court ; and we are not left in doubt 
as to what the intention of that Court was in making this 


ordet. Mr. Justice Phear expressly says, in giving judgment, . 


that his decision in no way affects the ultimate rights of the 
parties. If any such intention were manifested, and if were 
shewn to us that such intention were wrong, I do not gay this 
Court, in its ordinary original civil jurisdiction, could not 
interfére ; nor do I doubt that a suit might be filed- for the 
purpose of ascertaining the right of the parties, notwith- 


standing that proceedings were going on in the Insolvent Court. -. - 


But no investigation of the rights of the parties has taken place, - 


or could take place, in the suit before us, to which neither Small 
and Co, nor ‘Balfour j junior are parties. Nor is there any ground, 


jn my opinion, for an injunction to issue, restraining the Official `, 


Assignee from doing that which there is not the slightest ground for 
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supposing that he will be permitted to-do., I, iher ie: ‘think that 
the decree was right, and that it should be affirmed. I only wish - 


. further to add what I inadvertently omitted to say before, that I_. 


do not place my ‘judgment in this case in any way on what.is . 


called the reputed ownership clause of the Insolvent Act, In 


my, view, it is not necessary to express any opinion on that point, 


` because we cannot, as I think, decide in this suit upon he ulti- 


mate rights of the parties; but I wish to say, to prevent any mis- 
conception, that so far as I have formed an opinion, I entirely 


concur with the Chief Justice upon that point. 


„The decree of the Appellate Court was as follows :— 
"And it is declared that, twelve bales of the said goods and aes 


“the net proceeds of the remainder of the said goods, amounting to 


ninety thousand, five hundred, and fifteen rupees, and one pie; were % 
handed over and delivered to the said defendant, as such assignee 
as aforesaid, by the said Messrs. Barton, Baynes and Co. ; and 
that the said twelve bales of goods, and also the said net ‘proceeds 


` were, at the time of the said delivery thereof, to the defendant; the 


money + and goods of the abovenamed plaintiff. And it is hereby 
ordered and decreed that the said defendant do pay to the said 
plaintiff the said sum of ninety thousand, five hundred, and fifteen 
rupees, and‘.one pie, and also the sum of five thousand, four 
hundred, and sixty-four rupees, and ten annas, being the net pro- 
ceeds of the said twelve bales of goods, amounting together to 
ninety-five thousand, nine hundred, and seventy-nine, ten annas, 
and oné pie, with damages in. the nature of interest in respect 
of the said ninety-five thousand, nine hundred, and Seventy-nine 
rupees, ten annas, and one pie as follows, that is to` say, on the 
sum of rupees thirty-one thousand, eight hundred, and fifty-one, 
six annas, and nine pie, orption of the said sum of rupees ninety- 


‘five thousand, nine hundred, and seventy-nine, ten annas and 


one pie, at the rate of six per cent. per annum, from the 25th day 
of March 1867 to the date of realization ; and on the sum of rupees 
fifty-five thousand, further portion of the said sum of rupees 
ninety-five thousand, nine hundred, and sevénty-nine, ten annas, 
and one pie, at the rate aforesaid, from the-29th day of March 1867 
to the date of realization; and on the sum of rupees three thousand, 
further portion of the said sum of rupees ninety-five thousand, 


er 
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nine hundred, and seventy-nin6, ten annas, and one pie, at therate ` 1868 i 


e 


` sixty-four, and ten annas, further’ portion of the said’ sum of 


aforesaid, from the 26th day of “April 1867 to the date of realiza- Bartow 
tion; and on the sum of rupees five thousand, four hundred, and CocHRang, 
rupees ninety-five thousand, nine hundred, and seventy-nine, ten 

annas, and one pie, at the rate aforesaid, from the 6th day of May 

1867 to the date of realization ; and on the sum of rupees six, 
hundred and sixty-three, nine annas, and four pie, further portion 

of the said sum of rupees ninety-five thousand, nine hundred, and 
seventy-nine, ten annas; and one pie, at the rate aforesaid, from 

the 26th day-of May 1867 to the date of realization ; and do also’, 

pay unto the plaintiff his costs of the original suit and of this appeal, 

(to be tated by the Taxing Officer, under the heading Class 2, 

ordinary causes), with interest'thereon, at ‘the rate aforesaid, from 

the date-of taxation to the date of realization. - i ; : 


Attorney for the appellant : Mr. G. J. Oliver. 
Attorneys for the respondent: Messrs. Hatch and Hoyle, 
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Before Sir Barnes Page, Kt, C. J, and Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


TURNER, MORRISON AND ormers (Puarntires) v, RALLI AnD 


MAVROJANI (Dsrenpants ) Hi 
; y. 16. 


Unseaworthiness— Conditor Precedent—Part Performance of Contract. 


In an action for breach of contract in not shipping certain goods, the defendants 
pleaded the unseaworthiness of the vessel. It was found that the slip was unsea- 
worthy at the time of sailing, and that the defendants had placed part of the goods 
on board, Held, that it is a condition precedent that a vessel shall be in a proper 
state to take the goods on board for the purpose of the particular voyage ; or in o 
Buch a state that she may be mado fit for the voyage, with the goods on board, with- 
out such a delay as to frustrate the object of the merchant in shipping his goods. 
Held, that the putting pat of the goods on board, without knowledge of the 
unseaworthiness of the vessel, was not a waiver of the performance of the condition. 
Scmble.—Unseaworthiness at the time of sailing is not a breach of the condition. 


Tus was a reference from the Calcutta Court of Small Causes, 
for the opinion of the High Court. The facts of the case were 
stated as follows by the first Judge (Mr. Fagan) of the Small 


Cause Court, on referring the case :— 
s > 


@) 


Ben. Law 


e 15 May, 
128 HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. 
1889 “ The plaintiffs in this suit seek to reqover the sum of- Rs, 625 


es as damages for breach of contract in failing to ship one ‘hundred 

ee tons of J ute and two hundred tons of Linseed on board the ship 

Mavrosayt, Aldershot, in terms of the shipping order (Exhibit A), which 
i wag put in and proved, and of which the following is a copy :— 


, ga z Calcutta, 22nd July 1868. 


To THE COMMANDING OFFICER OF THE Aldershot, 
Loadıng for London. 


` Sır,—PËlease to receive on board, from Messrs. Ralli and Mavrojani, 
the undermentioned goods on freight, and grant a receipt for the same, 
namely, 800 tons Linseed, @ Rs. 35 per ton of 20 cwt. and 100 tons: 
Jute, in 800-lb. bales, @ Re. 85‘per ton of 5 „bales * ‘not exceeding 52 
_ cubic feet. z 


` 


To be sbipp ed Er 100 tons, on ss after 8 days, aii 


i ” ” 
Jute, on patie: after 15 days. 
(Sd)  Turxer, Morrison & Co. 


t The defendants put in two pleas. They denied the breach of 
.the contract on their own part, and they alleged . breach on the 
part of the plaintiffs themselves in that the ship was unsea- 
worthy. The contention was on the second plea entirely ; and 
here two questions arose. Onpe of law,—was it a condition prece- 
dent of this contract that the ship should be seaworthy? And one 
of fact,—was the ship seaworthy? On the question of fact, I 
found for the defendants that the ship was ai el at the 
time of sailing. 

e “ On the question of law, I was of opinion that there was no 
breach of the contract on the part of the plaintiffs, because sea- 
worthiness is not a condition precedent of the contract contained 
in Exhibit A.” S 

The questions for the opinion of the Court were : 

lst —Was it a condition precedent of this contract that the 
ship should be seaworthy? 

2nd.—-W hether, if there be such a condition precedent as aboye- 
mentioned, the defendants have deprived themselves of the right’ ~ 
of claiming the benefit of it,.by having at first accepted and pat- 
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dally acted on the contr nget, whichit was found as a fact that 
they did.. 

The case came on before NORMAN and MAREBY, J J., and was 
returned to the Small Cause Court, with the following remarks :— - 


“We send back this case for a faller statement of the facts. 
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As to the first point submitted to us, viz., whether a warranty or | 


condition of seaworthiness must be implied, we presume that 
the plaintiffs must have offered the ship as ready to receive cargo 
for London, and that the defendants responding to some such 
invitation, must have engaged to ship those goods on board. But 
whether that is so, or what the contract was, in pursuance of 
which this shipping order was given, we are not informed. The 
evidence is not set out, and there is no finding on the subject by 
the Judge. We have, thérefore, a difficulty in forming an opi- 
nion as to whether or not the contract to ship goods on board the 
Aldershot was subject to any implied warranty of seaworthiness. 

Without knowing what are the express terms of the contract, we 
cannot well say what terms are tacitly implied and understood 
by the parties to be part of that contract, We may observe that, 
though the shipping order may be the best evidence of such 
terms of the contract as are méntioned in it, it is not the contract, 
nor does it profess to contain and set out all the terms of the 
contract. 


* As tothe second point, viz., whether the defendants have 
deprived themselves of the right pf claiming the benefit of the 
warranty or condition of seaworthiness, by having first accepted 
and | partially acted on the contract, we are unable to express any 
opinion, because the case does not state under-what circumstances 
the defendants claimed the right to rescind and abandon the 
contract.” 

The case was returned to the High Court, with the following 
remarks by the first Judge:— 

c Ag far as my recollection goes, there was no offering on one 
side or the other, the transactions having been simultaneous, and 
conducted by one and the same broker on both sides; and the 
shipping order was put in by the plaintiffs, and accepted by the 
defendants as representing the contract itself. 


- 
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1869 “ With regard to the second point, the defendants claimed the 


none, right to rescind and abandon the contråct, on the, ground that 
mee the contract, as expressed in the shipping order, was to be con- 
Mavrovaxt strued as containing an implied warranty or condition precedent 
that the vessel was seaworthy, and that, in fact, the vessel was not 
seaworthy.” $ 


’ 


Mr. Woodroffe for the plaintiffs—It has been found, as a 
fact,. that the vessel was unseaworthy at time of sailing, but í 
it is not found that she was so unseaworthy as that the goods 
would have been damaged,-if.they had been carried by her. 
Seaworthiness was not a condition precedent. Tarrabochia v. 
Hichie (1). Where a cross-action can be brought, the condition 
_relied on in a contract does not go to the root of the contract, and is 
not a condition precedent, Schloss v. Heriot (2) and per Erle, C. J., 
in that case. The shippers could not have alleged here that the 
whole object of the voyage was frustrated by the unseaworthiness 
of the vessel, and, therefore, it was nota condition precedent. 
. Freeman v. Taylor (3), Clipsham v. Vertue (4), Thompson v. 
Hopper (5). The vessel had been made use of, and some of the 
goods had been placed on board of her. Havelock v.” Geddes, per, 
Ellenborough, C. J. (6). It is not found how the vessel was ° 
unseaworthy. Gibson v. Small (7) decided that there was no 
implied condition of seaworthiness in a time policy. Thereisno ~ 
o- implied contract between the mariners and the ship-owner. 
Couch v. Steel (8). Fora condition precedent by express con- 
tract, see Thompson v. Gillespy (9). 
As to part performance, see Behn v: Burness (10), Dimech v. 
Corlett (11), Elliot v. Von Glehn (12), per Erle, J., Ollive - 
v. Booher (13). Rules for determining what is of is not a condi- 
tion precedent, are stated in Roberts v. Brett (14). There is no 


oe 


(1) 1H. & N., 188. — (8) 3 E. & B., 402. 

(2) 82 L. J, C. P., 211. ` (8) 5B. & B., 209. 

(8) 8 Bing, 124. (10) 3 B, & 8., 752, ‘ 

(4) 5 Q B. 265. . (11) 12 Moore, P. C. C., 199, 

(5) 6 E. & B, 172. (12) 13 Q B., 632. : 
_ (6) 10 East, 564. (13) 1 Exch., 416. 


(7) 4H. L. Ca, 353. (14) 11 E L, Ca., 337. 
i i e 


- 


aw Reports, 
May, 1869. a 


-j ae, 
2.4 wae aaa 


VOL.IL] - ORIGINAL JURISDICTION—CIVIL. 


allegation here that the vessel was unfit to be insured. (Peacock, 


Č. J., referred to a case in which an application was made on the 
part of the defendant to dissolve an ex parte injunction which 
had been obtained: to restrain him from taking certain cargo on 
board a French ship out of the jurisdiction of the Court. Robert 
v. Monier (1), 25th July 1861. The Court refused the applica- 
tion]. That case was decided on the authority of Jenkins w. 
Heycock (2), where it was held that there was no implied 
condition of seaworthiness. 


Mr. Kennedy (Mx. Marindin with him) for the defendants.—It 
would be unreasonable to oblige a merchant to put his goods 
on board an ungeaworthy vessel, as would be the case, if this con- 
tract is upheld. In Tarrabochta v. Hickie (3), the goods were 
not to be loaded from Fiume, where the ship sailed from, but at 
Cardiff; and the finding there was that-the vessel was unsea- 
worthy at Fiume, and seaworthy at Cardiff. In Schloss v. 
Heriot (4), there was no charter-party, and no contract for freight. 
These cases arose -out of contracts collateral to the ordinary con- 
tract of affreightment. In Havelock v. Geddes (5), there was a 
condition precedent by the terms of the charter-party. Here 
there is no charter-party at all. The only security would be the 
solvency of the ship-owner, and the shipper would be forced to 
put his goods in danger, which he ought not to be obliged to do, 
Freemanv. Taylor (6). It was most probably the intention of the 
shipper to insure the goods ; but if the ship was unseaworthy, no 
undér-writer would insure them. A carrier by water impliedly 
promises that the vessel shall be seaworthy and fit for the purpose, 
and is answerable for damage arising from leakage, Lyon v. 
Mells (7). In the case referred to, Roberts v. Monier (1), this 
Court, as a Court of Equity, would not compel goods to be puton 
board an unseaworthy ship ; nor in the case of passengers, would 
a man be obliged to carry out a contract to go on board ship 
at the risk of his life. The subsequent conductof the defend- 
ant did not waive the objection to the unseaworthiness, To 


0) Unreported. (5) 10 East, 564. ` 


"+ (8) 8 Moore, P. C. 6, 351. : (6) 8 Bing., 124. 
(3) 1H. & N,, 188. ~ N, (7) 5 East, 427. 
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1869 make a waiver in any way, efficient notice is necessary, and there 
MERNE was" no notice of ynseaworthiness at ahy time, while the goods 
v. were being put on board. In Tarrabochia v. Hichie (1), it was j 
RALLI. a : a 
Mavnosaxt. decided merely that time was the essence of the contract. 
Here there was no reference to time as to demanding goods 
back that have been put on board. See the case of Tindall v. 


Taylor (2). 


“menr e 


¢ 
Mr. Woodroffe in reply.—The argument on the other side has f 
not shown that the vessel could not have completed the voyage. } 
The ship-owner does not contract that the ship shall be fit for 
insurance, Potter v. Jardine, Skinner and Co. (3). It is not 
alleged here that the shippers found out, after they had put some A 
of their goods on board, that the ship was unseaworthy. 


e.s’ 


The opinion of the High Court was delivered by 


i Pzacoos, C. J.—The facts of this case are not very accurately , 
found. There is no express finding as to what the contract really 
was: In the case, as originally stated, it was stated that the copy 
of the shipping order (Exhibit A) was putin and proved. In 
another part of the case, the learned Judge says:—‘ On the ques- 
“tion of law, I was of opinion that there was no breach of the con- 
- € tract on the part of the plaintiffs, because seaworthiness is nota 
* condition precedent of the contract contained in Exhibit A.” 


The Judge there treats Exhibit A not as the shipping order, 
butas the contract; and afterwards, with reference to the first 
question which he has put, he says:—‘ Should the opinion of the 
“Hon’ble Judges be that there does arise an implied condition 
“precedent of seaworthiness out of the contract contained in 
“ Exhibit A, my judgment will be for the defendants.” ` 


It is clear, however, that Exhibit A was a mere shipping order, 
a direction from the ship’s agents, Turner, Morrison and Co., to 
the Commanding Officer of the ship, requesting him to receive 
on board certain goods at a certain rate of freight. It was not 
signed by the defendants, nor did it express any obligation on 


Q) 1 H. & N., 183. (382) Gas. S. O. O. Bef., 33, 38,'41. 
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their part, to do any thing ; it was clearly, therefore, not a con- 
tract, In the subsequent statement made by the learned Judge, 
and which must be taken as part of the case, his meaning 
is, we think, sufficiently explained. He there says :—“ The ship- 
“ping order was put in by the plaintiffs, and accepted by 
“defendants as representing the contract itself.” We, therefore, 
understand the learned Judge to mean that the shipping order 
represented the terms of the contract which had been entered 
into between the parties; and in the order we find that the ship 
was loading for London; that certain goods were to be put on 
board, to be carried at a certain rate of freight; and that there 
was no express representation or warranty as to the state of the 
ship. The question then is, whether there was an implied condi- 
ae of seaworthiness, the breach of which justified the defend- 
atts in refusing to put their goods on board according to the 
terms of the contract. 

The Judge finds merely that the ship was unseaworthy at the 
time of sailing. But it is clear that the unseaworthiness of 


the ship, at the time of sailing, did not amount to a breach of, 
a condition precedent, which justified the defendants in refusing . 


to put their goods on board; for it is evident that the goods 
ought to have been put on board, if at all, before the ship sailed. 
The learned Judge has not stated whether the unseaworthiness 
existed at the time when the defendants ought to have put their 
goods on board according to their contract. We are disposed to 
think that the Judge really intended to find that the ship was 
unseaworthy at the time that the goods ought to have been put 
on board, and that he has fallen into a mistake as to the time at 
which he intended to find unseaworthiness, in consequence of his 
not adverting to the fact that this suit was brought for a breach 
of contract in failing to ship, and not on a policy of insurance, 
with regard to which the time of sailing is the time at which 
the risk commences, and is consequently the time at which it is 
material to consider whether the ship was seaworthy or not. 

The learned Judge, in his amended statement, says, that he 
cannot profess to retain any very distinct recollection of the facts 
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1869 our opinion upon the facts as found by the Judge, and we think 

iunn it will also be right at the same time to state our opinion with 

ave reference to the facts as the Judge probably would have found 

Mavaogamt. them, if hia attention had been directed to the nature of this 
action. 





We entirely agree with what has been stated by Sir Lawrence 
Peel in the case of Potter & Co. v. Jardine, Skinner & Co. (1), in 
which he says, that, when a case is sent up by the Small Cause 
« Court for our opinion, the facts which are stated must form the 
“ basis of our judgment. The reasoning or conclusions of the 
* Judge must be distinguished from the facts which he finds and 
“ presents to us for our opinion, whether the law has been rightly 
“ applied by. that Court to a certain state of facts, we are not to 
« determine whether the Court should have found that state of * 
“ facts or not. Indeed, in general, the evidence is not properly 
“ before us.” Dealing with the facts as stated, we have no hesita- 
tion in saying that the unseaworthiness of the-ship, at the time 
of sailing, was not a breach of the terms of the agreement, which 
justified the defendants in refusing to ship their goods. 


With reference to the question, whether the unseaworthiness 
of the ship at the time at which the goods ought, according to 
the terms of the contract, to have been put on board, there is 
another difficulty which arises on the finding of the Judge that 
the ship was “ unseaworthy.” The term “seaworthy” has been 
declared to mean in the case ofan insurance for a certain voyage, 
that the ship is in a fit state as to repairs, equipment, and 
crew; and in all other respects to encounter the ordinary perils 
of the voyage insured, at the time of sailing upon it, Dizon v. 
Sadler (2). 

If the unseaworthiness which is found by the Judge means 
such a state of the ship that she could not be put into a proper 
state to encounter the voyage, it would be very different from 
unseaworthiness as regards the equipment, the crew, and many 
other matters. For example, a merchant has frequently to begin 
to ship his goods a month before the ship is intended to sail. No 
one would contend in such a case that the merchant would not 


(1) Gas. Sm. C. O, Ref., 33. (2) 5M. & W, 414, 
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be bound to put his goods on board, because there was’ not at 
that time on board a sufficient crew for the voyage. A full crew 
is frequently not obtained until the day before that on which 
the ship is to sail. We cannot, therefore, say that the condition 
precedent to the shipment of the goods was that the ship should 


be seaworthy within the meaning of the definition to which we’ 


have referred. 
If the learned Judge meant that the ship was rotten, that her 


timbers were in such a state that she could not be put into a 
condition fit for the voyage while the goods were on board, and 
without such loss of time that the object of the merchant in 
putting his goods on board would be frustrated, it would, in our 
opinion, form an answer to the action. We think that it isa 
condition precedent that the ship shall be in a proper state to 
receive the goodson board for the purpose of being carried on 
the voyage. By this, however, we do not mean that the ship 
must be in a proper state to start immediately on the voyage, 
but that she must be in such a 'state that she may be made fit, 
before the time at which she is to sail, to encounter the perils of 
the voyage. For instance, if a ship should have no dead lights, 
she could not be said to be unseaworthy on that account, for they 
might all be made good in a day. Such a circumstance would not 
justify a merchant in refusing to put his goods on board. We 
think the rule is laid down with tolerable accuracy in Maclach- 
lan on Shipping, page 353. The learned author, however,’ does 
not there say that there must be on board a sufficient number of 
officers and crew to manage the ship on the voyage, but only 
that there must be a sufficient number to guard the goods. 

In the case of Lyon v. Mells (1), which has been referred 
to, Lord Ellenborough said:—“ In every contract for the carriage 
* of goods between a person holding himself forth as the owner 
of a lighter or vessel ready to carry goods for hire, and the 
“ person putting goods on board, or employing his vessel or 
“lighter for that purpose, it is a term of the contract on the 
e part of the carrier or lighter-man, implied by law, that his 
€ vessel is tight and fit for the purpose or employment for which 
“he offers and holds it forth to the public.” We think that this 

e (1) 5 East, 428, 
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“. 1869 warranty is one which not only entitles the merchant to recover 
moe, damages for any loss or injury to his goods in consequence of a 
neon breach of it, but that it also forms a condition precedent to the 
Mayzosant. merchants being bound to put his goods on board. We agree 
with what Mr. Kennedy said in his argument that a merchant is 
not bound to put his goods upon an unsafe ship, and rely on his 
remedy by the recovery of damages, in the event of his goods 
beizig lost. „TIn the case of a foreign ship, he might have to seek 
his remedy in a foreign country; and in many cases, his remedy 

zs ` might be utterly worthless, 

l We know of no distinction in this respect in point of law be- 
tween a ship which carries goods and a ship which carries pas- 
sengers. No one, we think, would hold that a passenger is bound 
to go on board a ship which is rotten and in an unfit and unsafe 
state, with the prospect of being drowned, or of being able to 
recover against the Captain, in the event of his suffering any 
injury. A ship-owner is like a carrier ; he is bound to provide a safe 
and proper mode of conveyance. :A man is not bound, because 
he has’ engaged to travel by a stage coach, or a d&k ghari, or 
a railway, to get into a dilapidated and unsafe conveyance, and 
to risk his life or limbs. 

In Lane v. Nizon (1), there is a dictum of Mr. J ustice Byles, 

i which bears on this case; and though merely a dictum, we think 
it may fairly be referred to. He says:—“ I incline to agree 

“with what Mr. Williams says as to the implied warranty of 

c seaworthiness, If the policy is effected by the ship-owner, it 

“is a condition precedent, which he can and ought to perform, 

«Even, where the insurance is upon cargo, the owner has his 

“remedy against the ship-owner, or he may refuse to put his 

« goods on board if the vessel be not seaworthy.” Using the 

word “seaworthy,” we take it in the sense in which we have 


used it. 

The cases which have been referred to by Mr. Woodroffe, are 
clearly distinguishable from the present. 

In the case of Schloss v. Heriot (2), the marginal note is as 
follows :— In the contract of a ship-owner to carry gdods shipped 
«on board his vessel, there is no implied condition that the 


(1) 1 L R., 0. P., 421, (2) 32 L J, C. Py 211; 
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` “ vessel shall be seaworthy. But in an action hy the ship-owner 
“ against the merchant who shipped goods on board, for the 
ec Jatter’s share of an average loss, it is a good plea on the ground 
“of avoiding circuity of action, to plead that the ship was not 
“seaworthy at the commencement of the voyage, and that the 
“said average loss was caused and arose from and in consequence 
“of such unseaworthiness.” We do not think that the marginal 
note is borne out by the case itself. The suit was brought to 
t recover the defendant’s contribution to an average loss, and the 
declaration charged that the defendants promised that they would ` 
contribute and pay their just share and proportion, in. relation 
to the goods, of any average loss that might arise or happen to 
e the ship or her tackle, apparel, or furniture, during the voyage. 
It was held thet the seaworthiness of the ship was not a condition 
precedent to the performance of the contract. If it had been, 
the defendants would have been excused from paying their con- 
tribution, even if the loss had not been sustained in consequence 
of the unseaworthiness. 

A ship would be unseaworthy if she had not a sufficient number 
of anchors, but it would be no answer to a claim for contribution 
for an average Joss occasioned by a gale of wind on the high 
seas, where no anchor could be used, to say that there were no 
anchors on board. It was, therefore, properly held in the case 
last cited that seaworthiness was not a condition precedent; but 
that, if it could be proved that the unseaworthiness of the ship 
caused the loss, in respect of which the contribution was claimed, 
that unseaworthiness would be an answer to the action. 

The case of Tarrabochia v. Hichie (1) was also cited. 
That was a suit in which the plaintiff declared that the 
plaintiff and defendants agreed by charter-party that the 
plaintiff's ship, then lying at Fiume, being tight, staunch, and 
strong, and every way fitted for the voyage, should, with all con- 
venient speed, sail and proceed to Cardiff, and there load from the 
factors of the defendants a fall and complete cargo, in the custom- 
ary manner to be loaded in 20 days, from the day on which the 
vessel was ready to load ; and being so loaded, should therewith 
proceed to Malta, Corfu, Smyrna, Athens, Alexandria, Constan- 

; Q) 1B, & N. 183, 
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tinople, or Gallipoli, as ordered, or as near thereunto as she 
might safely get, and there deliver the same, &c. The defendants 
bound themselves to ship a full cargo. At the trial it appeared 
that the charter-party was entered into on the 22nd April 1854. 
On the 29th of the same month, the vessel, not then being ready 
to sail, an accident occurred while tightening the rigging, which 
rendered it necessary to have a new top-mast, and the sailing of 
the vessel was in consequence delayed. On the 15th of May, the 
vessel being then about to sail, fouled her cable, whereby she 
was delayed untilthe 19th. On that day she sailed from Fiume ; 
and on the 20th was compelled, by stress of weather, to enter the 
harbour of Sossius. She remained there until the 26th, when she 
proceeded on her voyage; and on the 16th of August arrived 
at Cardiff. The defendants then refused to load: The learned 
Judge left it to the Jury to say, whether the vessel was tight, 
staunch, and strong, when she sailed from Fiume; and if not, 
whether the object of the voyage was thereby frustrated. Also 
whether the vessel sailed and proceeded to Cardiff with conve- 
nient speed, or in a reasonable time; and if not, whether the 
object of the voyage was thereby frustrated. The Jury found 
that the vessel was not tight, staunch, or strong when she sailed 
from Fiume, but that she was so when she arrived at Cardiff. 
The Court held that the fact that she was not fitted for her voy- 
age at the time of sailing, was not a condition precedent. She 
was fitted for the voyage at the time she arrived at Cardiff, but 
she was not at Cardiff in a state fitted for the voyage within a 
reasonable time, as agreed onin the charter-party. It was found 
that the delay. had not frustrated the object of the merchant in 
shipping his goods, and that the breach of the contract did not 
amount to the breach of a condition precedent, so as to justify 
the merchant in refusing to put his goods on board. It has been 
held in many cases that fixed time in a charter-party is of the 
essence of the contract. In the case last cited, it was merely 
held that not being at Cardiff in a reasonable time, was not a 
breach of the condition contained in the charter-party. 

The case of Freeman v. Taylor (1), which was referred to in 
that case, was cited by Mr. Kennedy. There, it was held that 
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the deviation of a ship from the course agreed on in the charter- 1869 
party, was so great as to put an end to the charter-party. TURNER, - 

The case of Clipsham v. Vertue (1), which was cited by Mr. eo 
Woodroffe, was decided on a principle very similar to that on reared 
which the case of Tarrabochia v. Hickie was decided. 

We think we may say that, if the vessel was not in a proper 
state to take the goods on board, for the purpose of being carried, 
on the particular voyage, and if she could not have been made 
fit for the voyage with the goods on board without such a delay 
as would frustrate the object of the merchant in shipping his 
goods, the merchant was not bound to ship the goods; but that 
the mere fact of unseaworthiness, in the ordinary acceptation of 
the term, at the time of sailing, was not a breach of the condi- 

r tion precedent. 

The other question is stated by the Judge of the Small Gause 
Court as follows:—‘* Whether, if there was such a condition 
“ precedent as above mentioned, the defendants have deprived 
“ themselves of the right of claiming the benefit of it, by having 
* at first accepted and partially acted on the contract, which I 
“ find, as a fact, that they did.” 

It appears to us that, unless the defendants waived the per- 
formance of the condition by putting their goods on board, that 
fact would not deprive them of their right to set up the defence 
of unseaworthiness. It is not found that the defendants had any 
knowledge of the unseaworthiness when they partially put their 
goods on board. In the case of the forfeiture of a lease, the 
receipt of rent, after the forfeiture, is no waiver, unless, at the 
time of the receipt, the lessor has notice of the forfeiture. The 
same principle appears to us to apply to this case. 

Mr. Woodroffe contended that it was not shewn that the plaintiffs 
were aware that their ship was not seaworthy, but that appears 
to us to be immaterial. It is not a question of fraudulent mis- 
representation of the state of the ship, but a case of warranty. 
If a man warrants a horse to be sound, it is no answer to say 
that he did not know it was unsound; but it would be an answer 
to a suit for a fraudulent representation of soundness, to show 
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that the person making the representation of soundness, was 


ignorant of the fact of unsoufidness, and the same rule applies to 
a charter-party. In Abbott on ‘Shipping, 304, it is laid down that, 


Mavaosam. “in a charter-party, the person who lets the ship covenants that it 


1869 


Feby. 17. 





is tight, staunch, and sufficient ;” and, “ if it is not so, the terms ‘of 
the covenant are not complied with, and the ignorance of the cove- 


, nantor can never excuse him ;” and in a note it is said that 7 the 


law of the United States is the same, so also is the Séotohi 
“law. Such ordinary hazards as occur, not by stress of weather, 
“ or any extrinsic accident, but only from the ship and her furni- 
“ ture, be not upon the merchant, nor are relevant to free the 
* shipper, who must have the ship sufficient at his peril.” . 

-The case must go back to the Judge of the Small, Cause 
Court, who will deal with it with reference to the abové remarks, 
if the parties consent to its being decided on the prescnt state 
of the record; or if the parties do not consent, there must be a 
new trial of the case, the Judge keeping the remarks of this 


A Court’ before him. 


Attorneys for the plaintiffs: Messrs. Wathins & Co. 
- Attorneys for the defendants: Messrs. Berners & Co. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, C. J., and Mr. Justice Macpherson, 
GIRISH CHANDRA DAS v. GILLANDERS, ARBUTHNOT & Oo, 
Trespass—Ratrication. 


The plaintiff let a cargo boat to U C, who had been employed by the defendants to 
land certain goods. During the landing of tho goods, a dispute as to the terms of 
hiring arose, and U C refusing to pay what was alleged by the plaintiff to be due to 
him for the hire of his boat, the plaintiff refused to give up 53 bales then remain- 
ing unlanded from his boat. U O communicated the circumstances to an assistant 
in defendants’ firm, who afterwards wont with U C, and forcibly took. the goods 
from the plaintiff’s boat, without satisfying the plaintiffs lien thereon, and the 
defendants received them into their godowns, It was proved that U C and the 
assistant acted without the knowledge or authority of the defendants, and that the 
defendants received the goods without any knowledge of how they had been 
obtained. Held, that, in the absence of such knowledge on their part, the receipt 
of the goods by them did not Amount to a ratification of the wrongful act of thoir 
assistant and U O, so as to render them liable in an action by the plaintiff for damages 
for the same. é 
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Tux following case was submitted by the first Judge of the 1869 
Small Cause Court, for the opinion-of the High Court, under Bec- Gtmar Onax- 
tion 7 of Act XXVI. of 1864 :— sy, 

Pe GILLANDERS, 

This was an action brought by Girish Chandra Das against, Ansorunor 
the members of "the firm of Messrs. Gillanders, Arbuthnot and P 
` Oo. 

“ The plaintiff is a cargo-boat owner, residing in Calcutta, and 
the defendants carry on business as merchants at Clive Street, in 
Calcutta. 

{ “The suit was brought to recover rupees 517. The cause of 
action was stated in the summons to be for that sum ‘as damages 
‘sustained bythe plaintiff in consequence of the defendants ` 
‘having forcibly seized and taken, or caused to be seized and 

eog taken; out of the plaintiff's possession, and carried away 53 cases 
‘or packages of merchandize which had been received by the 

< plaintiff from the Oriana, for the purpose of landing the same, 

‘on behalf of one Umesh Chandra Banerjee; the said goods 

* «being at the time of such forcible seizure lying in a cargo boat 
‘ belonging to the plaintiff, within the limits of the port of Cal- “ 
cutta.’ 

« The defendants pleaded (first) not guilty; (second) that the 
plaintiff was not in possession; and (third) that the damages 
claimed were excessive. 

“ The following were the circumstances of the case, as . I find 
them upon the evidence:—Umesh Chandra Banerjee, a landing 
sircar, entered into an engagement with one Loya Gazi, a ghaut 
manji in the employ of the plaintiff, for the hire of a cargo boat 
belonging to the plaintiff, for the purpose of receiving certain 
goods from the ship Oriana, and landing them at the Custom 
House ghaut. A dispute having occurred between Loya Gazi 
and Umesh Chandra Banerjee while the goods were being landed, 

Loya Gazi refused on 28th July to land 53 cases or packages 
then remaining on board the plaintiffs boat. He had landed 49 ° 
cases on the same day, which were entered by Umesh Chandra 
in the ordinary way in the Custom House, in the name of the 
defendants’ firm, they being the consignees. Umesh Chandra 
Banerjee was unable to prevail upon the plaintiff to deliver up the 


remaining goods, ‘on repeated tender of what he (Umesh Chandra’ 
20—E 
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1889 Banerjee) contended, but erroneously contended, was all that 
Gr Or Crax- was due to the plaintiff; and the Collector of Customs stated - 
ge a to Umesh Chandra, on Umesh Chandra making a complaint to 

ARBUTHNO? him of their detention, in the boat, that he would confiscate them 
if they were not landed. Umesh Chandra related the circum- 
stances to a Mr. D’ Aubrey, a clerk or assistant of the defendants’, 

> whom Umesh Chandra met at the Custom House, and there- : 

upon, on the 14th August, Mr. D’Aubrey went without the : 
knowledge of the defendants to the Superintendent of River 
Police, to whom he was known, and told him that he was a clerk 
or assistant of the defendants ; that the plaintiff, or Loya Gazi, 
_ was wrongfully detaining goods consigned to the defendants; and 
that he was going with Umesh Chandra Banerjee to try to 
. obtain possession of them, and stating that he feared a breach of 
< the peace, asked that a jemadar of Police might be ordered to go 
with them to prevent a disturbance. A corporal of Police 
was, accordingly, ordered to go with them, and they went 

: together to the boat, which was then anchored by the Custom House 

ghat. Loya Gazi, who was at the boat, feeling overpowered; as 
he stated, by the presence of the Police, did not make any active 
resistance to the goods being taken out of the boat, as they were 
under the orders of Umesh Chandra Banerjee and Mr. D’Aubrey. 
Mr. D’ Aubrey stated in evidence that he did not act under the 
orders of the defendants, nor with their knowledge in this matter, 
nor had he any authority from them so to act, and that he only 
acted as a friend of Umesh Chandra; and I find that he did not 
act under their orders, nor with their knowledge, nor professedly 
for their benefit, nor did it appear that he was in any way con- 
cerned as their servant or otherwise in the goods being duly 
landed and delivered to the defendants; and it was proved that 
Umesh Chandra Banerjee was himself liable to the defendants 
for the landing of the goods in a proper way, and would have 
had to make good to them any loss sustained by loss of time, &c. 
- The goods were taken to the Custom House, and entered in the 
name of the defendants’ firm by Umesh Chandra Banerjee. On 
the 16th August, the following letter was written and sent by - 
the plaintiff’s attorneys to the defendants, who admitted the 


receipt of it:— "i 
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1 ee Street, 15th August 1868. 1869 


GIRISH Car 
DRA Das 
Messrs. G ia APRUT AND Co; 


1 ` Grizanpens, 
ARBUTHNOT 
Dear Sirs,—We hae been consulted iy Baboo Girish Chandra Das axo Co. 
with reference to your having yestorday trespassed on his cargo boat, and 
taken forcible and wrongful possession of the 53 packages of goods landed 
4 therein, beiig the number of packages remaining undelivered out of ` 
\ 102 packages of goods received from the Oriana, under instructions 
i from’ Umesh Chandra Banerjee, who, as Lam informed, is a sircar in 
l your employ, and: as to the goods per Oriana a contractor with you 
i for landing bame.. You were well aware that our client had a lien on 
i such goods for the hire and demurrage of his boat in respect of 102 
packages, and must, therefore, have known that the act aaa of. 
e was most onjustifiable. 
Our client states that you have taken 53 packages to the Custom 
House, and, no doubt, have entered them in your name. 
Under these circumstances, we are instructed to inform you that, 
unless the said 53 packages are transferred from your name, or the 
name of such person or persons as you have caused the same to be” 
- entered in at the Custom House before 2 o'clock on Monday next, our 
client will take such proceedings in respect thereof, and also in respect 
of the illegal act above referred to, as he may be advised. 


(Sd.)  Jupge anp HECHLE. 


“No reply to this letter was received or sent, and no notice 
was taken of it. The defendants, without knowledge of the 
circumstances, except so faras Mr. D’Aubrey’s knowledge may 
be held to have been their knowledge, and so far as the letter 
of the 15th August may have conveyed knowledge to them, 
received the goods into their godown. I am of opinion, upon the 
evidence, that the plaintiff had such possession of the goods as 
to entitle him to maintain this action. 

“ I find that, on the 29th July, the plaintiff had a lien to the 
extent of rupees 165. I also find that a trespass was committed 
by Umesh Chandra Banerjee and Mr. D’Aubrey; and that the 
defendants received the goods with only such knowledge of the 
circumstances as above stated; and I hold that the plaintiff 
is entitled to receive the sum of rupees 165 as damages. 
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1869 from the defendants, subject to the opinion of the High Court on 
f Guusu Cuax- the point, whether the suit is maintainable against them. I think it 
a oe isnot. It has been contended for the plaintiff that the defendants 
ete are liable on the ground ghat Mr. D’Aubrey was their servant; 
that, though he may have acted, as I find he did, without the orders 
and without other knowledge of the defendants than as aforesaid, 
he, nevertheless, held himself out as acting for the defendants ; f 
that the goods were landed atthe Custom House for and in the { 
name of the defendants; that they were cleared and taken to 
the godown of the defendants, who were the consignees of the 
same; and that the defendants, therefore, had the benefit of the 
wrongful act; that notice of the wrongful seizure was immediately, 
namely, on the 5th August, served upon the defendants, yet they, 
with knowledge of the circumstances, never repudiated having * 
trespassed on his (the plaintiffs) cargo boats, and taken forcible 
possession of the goods, and, therefore, they must be taken 
to have participated in and ratified the wrongful act. I am, 
however, of opinion that the case came within the principle 
of the decision in Wilson v. Barker (1), and that the benefit 
of the illegal act to the defendants was too remote for them 
to be held liable. Umesh Chandra Banerjee was in my opinion 
the person immediately benefited. He was not the servant of 
the defendants, but was a landing sircar, employed by them 
occasionally under contracts, and by other merchants he had 
contracts with the firms, who employed him for landing their goods ' 
from the ships; and, by the terms of his contract with the defend- 
auts, he was bound to deliver the goods to the defendants in their 
godown; and had he failed in doing so, he would have beex liable 
fo the defendants as for a breach of contract. He was not 
entitled to any payment, until the goods were in the defendants’ 
godowns. The benefit to the defendants, if any, was not intended 
at the time of the trespass, and was secondary to that to Umesh 
Chandra Banerjee; and in my opinion too remote to make them 
liable in this action. I would, therefore, dismiss the suit, but I 
have consented to refer the following question for the opinion of 
= the High Court, namely :— Under the circumstances stated, can 
- the defendants be held to be liable in damages to the plaintiff 
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for the acts of Umesh Chandra and Mr. D’Aubrey in wrong- 1859 
fully and forcibly taking the goods out of the possession of the Giren Cuax- 


plaintiff, on 14th August, whereby the plaintiff lost his lien in v 


GILLANDEns, 
ANBULIINOT 
AND Co. 


respect of the hire for the carriage of the same ?” 

Mr. Goodeve for the plaintiff contended, that the defendants 
were liable by reason of their subsequent ratification of the 
wrongful taking of the goods. The question was not whether . 
the act was committed expressly for the benefit of the defend- 
ants at the time, but whether the defendants were in a situation 
at the time that the trespass was committed, to have authorised 
or commanded trespass, and afterwards derived an advantage 
from it. “Here the defendants were in such situation in regard to 
both Umesh Chandra and D’Aubrey, and they derived a benefit 
by the wrongful act of U C and D, namely, U C received the 
goods into their godowns, without having had first to discharge the 
plaintiffs lien. He referred to Coke’s 4th Inst., section 317, and 
cited the following cases :— Hagedorn v. Oliverson (1), Hull v. 
Pickersgill (2), The Eastern Counties Railway Company v. 
Broom (3), Roe v. The Birkenhead, Lancashire, and Cheshire 
Railway Company (4), Goff v. Great Northern Railway Com- 
pany (5), Giles v. Taff Vale Railway ‘Company (6), Roe ex. d. 
Dean and Chapter of Rochester v. Pierce (7), Smith v. The 
Birmingham Gas Company (8), Buron v. Denman (9), Wilson 
v. Barker (10), Nicoll v, Glennie (11), Wright v. Crookes (12), 
Blozholm v. Oldham, cited in case of Cooper v. Chilty (13), 
Wilson v. Tummon (14), Haseler v. Lemoyne (15), Barker v. 
Braham (16), Woollen v. Wright (17), Vere ve Ashby (18), 
Ancona v. Marks (19), Blewitt v. Hill (20), Coleman v. 
Riches (21), Udell v. Atherton (22). 


(1) 2 M. & 8. 485. 
(2) 1 B. & B., 282. 
(8) 6 Exch, 314. 
(4) 7 Exch, 36. 


(5) 30 L. J., Q B., 148. 


(6) 2 E. & B., 822. 
(7) 2 Oamp., 96. 
(8) 1 Ad. & E., 626. 
(9) 2 Exch., 167. 
(10) 4 B. & A., 614. 
(11) 1M & B., 588. 
° 


(12) 1 Scott N. R., 685. 
(13) 1 Burr, 22. 

(14) 6 Scott N. R., 904, 
(15) 5 Scott N. R., 530. 
(16) 3 Wilson, 368. 


(17) 31 L. J., Exch, 513. 


(18) 10 B. & C., 288. 
(19) 7 H, & N., 686. 
(20) 13 East, 12. 
(21) 16 C. B., 104. 
(22) 7 H. & N., 172, 
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. 1869 Mr. Marindin, contra, was stopped by the Court. 
Girnisu Coan- 
mea Das [Pracock, ©. J., referring to the letter of Messrs. Judge and 
ranean, Hechle, conveying notice to the defendants of the alleged trespass, 
ann Co. called upon Mr. Goodeve to shew that it affected the defendants 
with sufficient knowledge of the wrongful act of Umesh Chandra 


and Mr. D’Aubrey to put them in a position to ratify that act. ] 


Mr. Goodeve contended that, though the letter might, with 
advantage, have been more explicit, it was legally sufficient, and 
cited in support of such contention, Buron v. Denman (1), 
Haseler v. Lemoyne (2), Lewis v. Read (3), Freeman V. Roshe? (4), 
and Collett v. Foster (5). 


The opinion of the High Court was delivered by 


Peacock, C. J.—This case has been very well argued by 

Mr. Goodeve, who has collected nearly all the cases on the 

subject of ratification. But it appears to me that, on the facts 

a found by the learned Judge of the Small Cause Court, he came 
to a right conclusion that the suit ought to be dismissed. He 

asks, “ under the circumstances stated, can the defendants be held 

to be liable in damages to the plaintiff for the acts of Umesh 

_ Chandra Banerjee and Mr. D’Aubrey in wrongfully and forcibly 

` taking the goods out of the hands of the plaintif on August 

. l4th, whereby the plaintiff lost his lien in respect of the hire 
for the carriage of the same?” It appears from the finding that 
Umesh Chandra was employed by the defendants to land certain 
goods from the ship Oriana, and the defendants would expect 
to find that those goods would be carried by Umesh Chandra to 
the Custom House, and that they would be so far dealt with that 
in their paying the duty, or having them passed as not liable to 
duty, they would be entitled to receive them into their godowns, 
But it is found that the plaintiff had acquired a lien on the 
goods in respect of the hire of a cargo boat, which he had let to 


(1) 2 Ex., 167. (4) 13 Ad. & EL, 780. 
(2) 5 Scott, N. B., 530. . (5) 2H. & N.,356. 


(8) 13M. & W., 834. 
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Umesh Chandra for the purpose of landing the goods. There is 


no doubt that Umesh Chandra and Mr. D’Aubrey committed a Ginan 


trespass in taking the goods out of the hands of the plaintiff; but 
it is clear, according to the finding, that trespass was committed 
without the knowledge of the defendants, and without any 
authority from them. The question is whether the receipt of the 
goods by the defendants, under the circumstances found, amounted 
to a ratification of the trespass which Umesh Chandra and Mr. 
D’ Aubrey committed. 

It is found that the defendants, without knowledge of the 
cireumstances (except so far as Mr. D’Aubrey’s knowledge 
may be held to have been their knowledge, and so far as the letter 
of, the 15th of August 1868 may have conveyed knowledge to 
them) received the goods into their godowns. We may lay aside 
the knowledge of Mr. D’Aubrey, because I think his knowledge 
was not the knowledge of the defendants, and the question then 
resolves itself into this, whether the letter which was written on 
August 15th, 1868, did convey such knowledge to the defendants 
as would render their subsequent receipt of the goods a ratification 
by law of the trespass which had been committed. According 
to the finding which I have read verbatim, they had no knowledge 
whatever that Umesh Chandra had hired a cargo boat of 
the plaintiff, nor that anything was due to the plaintiff for 
such hire, nor that the plaintiff had acquired a lien on 
account of the goods. They did not even know that Mr. 
D’Aubrey and Umesh Chandra had taken the goods forcibly 
out of the plaintiffs possession. The letter does not state 
or inform them of the circumstances under which the goods 
had been taken out of the plaintiffs possession, but merely 
tells them that Messrs. Judge and Hechle, who were the 
plaintiffs attorneys, had been consulted with reference to 
the defendants having trespassed on his cargo boat, and ‘taken 
forcible and wrongful possession of the goods. The letter tells 
them that they were well aware that the plaintiff had a lien on the 
goods for the hire and demurrage of his boat, and must have 
known that the act complained of was most unjustifiable. 
The defendants knew they had not committed any trespass on 
the plaintiffs cargo boat; and this letter gave them no such 
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1869 _ knowledge or notice of the circumstances as rendered their 
_ Gnien CaAaN- subsequent receipt of the goods a ratification of the trespass. 
eee, It might have put them to an inquiry as to the circumstances 
Aa rilon under which the goods had been taken; but they were not bound 
to make that inquiry, and the fact of their not inquiring could 
not convert their subsequent receipt of the goods, without know- 
ledge of the real state of facts, into a ratification of what they » 
did not know. There is no finding that they did inquire; ` 
on the contrary, there is a finding that they received the 
goods without knowing of the seizure. Our answer to the 
Judge of the Small Cause Court will be that he was right in 
dismissing the suit; and that, under the circumstances, there was 
no ratification by the defendants, and that the defendants are not 
liable. We think that the plaintiff, having failed ought to pay the ° 
costs which have been incurred in reserving the question, and stat- ` 
ing the same for the opinion of this Court, and otherwise arising 
thereout or connected therewith, such costs to be taxed, by the 
Taxing Officer of this Court on a reasonable scale. 


Attorney for the plaintiff: Mr. Hechle. 
Attorneys for defendants: Messrs. Stach, Collis, and Mirfield. 


Before Mr. Justice Phear, 
ANDREWS v. JOAKIM. 
Will— Bequest— Masses. 


` 


1859 
Feby. 23. A bequest in a will of a sum of money for the performance of masses in Calcutta 


is valid. 

Das Merces v. Cones (1) followed, and its application extended. 

Tars was a special case submitted for the opinion of the High 
Court, under section 328 of Act VIII. of 1859. The material 
facts are as follows:—One John Cooper Owen died on the 4th 
November 1856, leaving a will dated the 21st August 1846, 
which, among other provisions, contained the following bequest :— 
« And I do hereby further direct that my said trustee (the defend- 
ant) do from and out of my said personal estate lay out and 
invest in his name, upon Government Securities, the sum of 


(1) 2 Hyde, 65. . 
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Company’s rupees four thousand, and do pay and apply the 
interest thereof for the performing of masses in Calcutta.” He 
also disposed of the residue of his property as follows:—* And 
I do hereby further direct that the residue of my said personal 
estate shall, as soon as conveniently may, after the decease of 
my said beloved wife, be equally divided by my said trustee 
between the children of my brothers, William Cooper and James 
Cooper, and of my cousin, Benjamin Page, all at the present 
time residing in Great Britain, for their own absolute use and 
benefit respectively.” The plaintiffs were the residuary legatees, 
and the defendant was the trustee and executor under the will. 
Probate was taken out by the widow, who died on the 26th August 
1867, and by the defendant. The widow was an East Indian 
Portuguese and a Roman Catholic. The testator was a European 
British-born subject, having been born of English parents in the 
city of London, or the suburbs thereof. He was possessed of 


` landed property in Calcutta and in the zilla of the 24-Pergun- 


nas, and was originally a Protestant, and it was not known that ' 


he ever became a convert to the Roman Catholic faith. 

The question submitted for the opinion of the Court was, 
whether the bequest of the rupees 4,000 contained in the will of 
the said testator, to be expended in masses in Calcutta, was 
a valid one. 


Mr. Woodroffe.—The word mass is not exclusively applied to 
Roman Catholicism, but to any service in which there is a dis- 
missal with a blessing. Prayers for the dead are not forbidden: 
Breeks v. Woolfrey (1). The Statute against superstitions does 
not extend to this country: Das Merces v. Cones (2). 


Mr. Marindin.—The testator uses the word mass in the sense 
of a Roman Catholic mass. A man marrying a Roman Catholic 
Indy, would probably use it in no other sense. The case of 
Breeks v. Woolfrey-(1) was a criminal matter, which merely 
decided that prayers for the dead is not a penal offence. A 
bequest for purposes of this kind is void: West yv. Shut 


(1) Cnrteis, 880. (2) 2 Hyde, 65. 
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tleworth (1). In re Blundel?s Trusts (2), Das Merces v. 
Cones is distinguishable from this; for there the testator was 
not only domiciled, ‘but born in this country, and no fixed 
law of superstitious uses is laid down in that case. Here 
the testator was born in England, and has been subject to 
the English law; and the mere fact of his having acquired a 
domicile in Calcutta, does not exempt him from that law. In the 
case of The Attorney-General v. Stewart (3), the Statute of 
Mortmain was held not to apply to a colony, but that is one of 
the Statutes arising out of the tenure of land, which was intend- 
ed to be merely local. Read v. Hodgens (4) seems to support the 
contention that the law on this point was merely local, but the 
Statute of superstitious uses was passed after the period at which 
the Act was passed, by which English law was introduced into 
Ireland. See the case of The Secretary of State v. The Admi- 


~ nistrator-General of Bengal (5). 


Mr. Woodroffe in reply.—Statutes of very general and wide- 
spread importance, such as alienage, are on that ground extended 
to the colonies, but still Act of Edward VI., for making void gifts 
to superstitious uses, was of narrower and merely local import- 
ance, and would not be extended to this country. The case of The 
Attorney-General v. Stewart (3) decided this in the case of 
Mortmain. And other Statutes intended tohave merely local 
effect, have been held not to extend to the colonies, Rer v. 
Vaughan (6). In a case in the late Supreme Court, Cochrane 
v. Sandes (7), a bequest of this kind was held to be valid. 


Purar, J.—On a full consideration of this case, it seems 
to me that the only question which I have to decide is, whether or 
not there is a law of State policy operating to restrain the testator 
making this disposition of his property. The matter before me is 
not matter of mere private right, which may depend on special law 
applicable to individuals taken apart from the rest of the 


(1) 2M. & K., 684. (5) B. L. R. (O. C), 87. 
(2) 30 Bear., 360. (6) 4 Burr. 2500, per Lord Mansfield. 
(3) 2 Mer., 143. (7) Unreported ; dated March 1848, 


(4) 7 Ir. Eq. Rep.. 17. é 
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community. It appears to me that, if there exists such a law as 
is contended for, in order to defeat the disposition of the testator, 
it must be applicable to the whole community, and not to a section 
of it here. Now, in the case of Das Merces v. Cones (1), it has 
beon held by this Court that there is no such law operating in 
tae case of a testator who was born and died in Calcutta. I think 
that this decision in effect concludes the present case, unless I 
think it ought not to be followed. I have had no reagon given 
to me for impeaching that decision; and though I am not in strict- 
ness bound perhaps to follow the decision of a single Judge 
sitting in a capacity that would only render his decision co- 
ordinate with my own, I should, of course, in all cases, consider 
it extremely improper to maintain, by a decision of mine, a law 
which had been decided against by one of my colleagues. I do 
not think Mr. Marindin went the length of asking me to do so, 
and I feel it right to add that, so far as I have been able to look 
into the case and the decision, that it meets with my concurrence. 
I believe I have only to answer a question, and my answer will 
be given in the terms of the special case. I shall, therefore, 
declare that, in the opinion of the Court, the sum of Rs. 4,000 
bequeathed to be expended in masses in Calcutta is a valid one. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, C. J., and Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


Js THE MATTER OF Tua Ixpran REGISTRATION Act, 1866, ANDIN THE MATTER 
or LACHMIPAT SING DOGAR ROY BAUADOUR ann orusgrs. 


Bond—Instalment—Act XX. of 1866— Registration. 


A. bond, payable by instalments, stipulated that, in case of default in payment of 
two successive instalmouts, the whole amoant secured should become due, Held, 
that a petition in a summary way could not be presented under section 58 of Act 
XX. of 1866. x 

THIS was an appeal from an order refusing a petition presented 
in accordance with section 53 of Act XX. of 1866. The peti- 
tion stated that, on the 16th February 1868, Dhansuk Das 
Bengani aŭd Raghabchand Bengani executed at Calcutta, in 
favor of the petitioner, a Bengali bond, or instrument of kist- 


2 (1) 2 Hyde, 65. 
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. 1869 band, whereby they agreed to pay the sum of rupees 16,973 
Ty mim AT and 6 annas, by certain instalments therein mentioned: the 


DDIAN ayes first of which, for rupees 1,250, was payable on the 12th day 

1886, ap Be of April last; and the second, for rupees 625, was payable 

oz Laomaneat On the 16th day of October last, and it was by the said instru- 

Ror Banapugment provided that, in case of default in payment of two suc- 

AND Oe ceagive instalments, the whole amount secured was to become 
due, and the petitioner was to be at liberty to enforce payment 
thereof. 

The instrument was specially registered under the provisions 
of the Indian Registration Act, 1866. Dhansuk Das Bengani and 
Raghabchand Bengani made default in payment of the first two 
instalments, and the whole amount secured by the said instrument 
being unsatisfied, the petitioner prayed for a decree against the 
said Dhansuk Das and Raghabchand Bengani for the sum of 
rupees 16,973 and 6 annas, with interest at the rate of. six per 
cent. per annum, from this date to realization, and also for costs 
to be taxed by the Taxing Officer of this Hon’ble Court under 
scale No. 1, with interest at the rate of six per cent. per annum, 


from taxation until realization. 


PHEAR, J.—In this case it cannot be known without evidence, 
besides the deed, whether or not the contingency has happened 
upon the occurrence of which the whole debt sought to be 
recovered becomes due. I donot think the Act applies when the 
plaintiffs’ claim requires other proofs than that which is furnished 
by the registered deed. I, therefore, refuse to receive the peti- 
tion. 

The petitioner appealed. 


Mr. Woodroffe for the appellant contended, that the produc- 
tion of the bond was sufficient evidence that theetwo instalments 
had not been paid. The bond had been registered under section 
62 of Act XX. of 1866; and when produced with the record, 
the petitioner was entitled to adccree. It has been held that, 
where a person had made a bond and died, his heir could not peti- 
tion in a summary way; but here both the obligor and obligee are 
alive, and there is no question of succession. If the judgment 
of the Court below is correct, a decree on a simplé money bond 


ae 
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cannot be given. Kristo Kishore Ghose vBrojonath Mozoom- ‘1869 
dar (1). [Pracoox, C. J., referred toa casein which it had been Is rnz mar- 
held that the heir of-obligor was not bound by an agreement bmx Rzois- 


TION ACT, 


recorded in a bond under Act XX. of 1866. Ram ` Narain Doss “1866, AND IN 


Biswas v. Sreemunth Poddar (2), and to,another in which a sum- or Laena 
mary application under Act XX. of 1866, by the assignee of oe A 
an obligor was refused. Gaur Mohan Das v. Ram Rup Mazum- “"? OTS 


dar (3).] 


Piacocx, C. J.—It appears to me that the judgment of Mr. 
Justice Phear is correct. Section 53 of Act XX. of 1866 says, 
the petition may be presented “ within one year from the date 
“on which the amount becomes payable, or where the amount 
“is payable by instalments within one year from the date on 
“which any instalment becomes payable.” There are two 
classes of cases mentioned in the section: one, where the whole 
amount becomes due; and the other, where any instalment, 
when the amount is payable by instalments, becomes due, but the 
third case is not mentioned, viz. where the whole amount of a 
bond, payable by instalments, becomes due through an instal- 
ment not having been paid. The section goes on to say that the 
petition may be presented “ to any Court, which would have had 
* jurisdiction to try a regular suit on such obligation for the 
“amount secured thereby, or for the instalment pment to be 
* recovered.” 

It appears to me that, where the bond is payable by instalments, 
the obligee can only sue for any instalment within one ycar after 
it becomes due. Suppose he had sued for payment, not only of 
the instalment due onthe 30th day of Aswin 1275, but also for 
all the instalments, this could not fall within the words “ instal- 


` ment sought to be recovered.” I do not think the parties to a 


bond can so far alter the rules of evidence, as to be able to re- 
cover money actually paid, merely because the amount has not 
been indorsed on the bond. If they had stipulated that every . 
instalment, when paid, should be indorsed on the bond, then the 
non-indorsement of any instalment would be primdé facie evidence 


(1) 6 W. R, S. 0. C. Ref, 11. (3) LB. L. R, (A. ©.) 42. 
(2) 9 W. R., 498, : . 
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1869 that that instalment had not been paid. But in a suit I have no 
Ix tu maT doubt that, notwithstanding the stipulation in the bond, the Court 
IxoraN Recte- could have inquired whether the money had been paid or not. 


"B68, anr me Suppose by some fraud the defendant having paid the instalment, 

or Laomnear the petitioner refused to indorse the payment on the bond, and 

aona Docas. had then brought a suit to recover, not only that instalment, but 

AD OTRS other instalments also; the Court could have inquired whether 
the instalment had been paid or not, and could have received 
evidence on that point, notwithstanding the indorsement had ' 
not been made. See the case of Doolee Chand v. Joogul Sing (1). ` 
Assuming that the Court might enter into this question, there 
might be conflicting evidence as to whether or not the instalment 
had been paid. If the evidence had been gone into, an appeal 
would lie; butif the Judge decided that the money had not been °° 
paid, no appeal would lie under section 53 of Act XX., of 1866, 
We should not, therefore, increase the summary. remedy giver 
‘by section 53, by extending it to cases not within it. The appeal 
must be dismissed. 


MACPHERSON, J.,—concurred. 


Attorneys for the appellants :—Messrs. Beeby and Rutter. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacook, Kt., Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


1869 BIHARILAL (ArrrLLanT) vo MADHUSUDAN KUNDU (Basronpenr.) 


March 10. Coniraci—Non-acceptance. 


. The plaintiff entered into a contract with the defendant to deliver sulphur, to 
be imported by the ship Michael Angelo. No sulphur arrived by the Michael Angelo 
consigned to the plaintiff, and he procured it elsewhere, but the defendant refused to 
accept it. In an action for non-acceptance, held, that the defendant was not bound 
to accept sulphur not imported by the Michael Angelo. 

Tus facts of the case are fully stated in the judgment of the 
Court below (2). 

In appeal, it was contended inter alia, that the learned J nde 
was in error in holding, that a contract for sale of goods to arrive 


by a certain ship or vessel is satisfied by the delivery of like goods, 
(1) 8 W. R, 466. (2) 2 B. L. R., 8. N. 
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out of another ship or vessel to the extent „contracted for, either 
wholly or in part; that the damages awarded were excessive ; 
that the plaintiffs ought not to have been awarded the costs 
of suit. 


Mr. Woodroffe, for the appellant, contended, that this was a 
sale of specific goods, and that it was a.condition precedent 
that the sulphur contracted for should have come by the Michael 
Angelo, and that the contract was not satisfied by providing 
goods by any other vessel, 


Mr. Graham for the respoğdent.—This was not a sale of specific 
goods, and it was not essential that the goods should come 


“in the Michael Angelo. The contract was merely to deliver a 


certain quantity of sulphur ata certain rate and in a certain 
time. That it should be brought by a particular ship, was not 
of the essence of the contract, but was only inserted by way of 
description. It appears from the lst paragraph of the defendant’s 
written statement, that he was not desirous of having the sulphur 
by any particular ship; so that he got it at all at the time fixed. 

It was not a condition precedent: Bhu v. Burness, per Williams, 
J. (1). Those words are an independent stipulation, asin Neill v, 

Whithworth, (2). The plaintiffs were bound to supply sulphur, 
though none arrived by the Michael Angelo: Hale v. Rawson (3). 
The mention of the ship is merely to fix the time for delivery. 


Mr. Woodroffe, in reply.—The case of Hale v. Rawson is not 
an authority on the point for which it was cited, see per Williams, 
J. in that case (4). This contract was to deliver sulphur, on the 
condition that the Michael Angelo arrived with the sulphur on 
board, as in the case of Johnson v. Macdonald (5); Fischel v. 
Scott (6); Gorissen v. Perrin(7). [Praoookn, C. J., referred 
to Lovatt v. Hamilton (8). | 


(1) 3 B. & 8., 753. (5) 9 M. & W., 600. 
(2) 34.3, C. P., 155. (6) 15 C. B., 69, 
~ (8) 4 C. B, N. 8., 85. å (7) 2C. B., N. S., 681. 


(4) 3B. & B, 95 & 96, (8) 5 M. & W., 639. 
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1868 . The judgment of the Court was delivered by 
pas 3 
'Mapnusvvay Pracoog, C, J.—It appears to me that this case is different 
from that of Hale v. Rawson (1), inasmuch as in that case the 
contract was not to sell tallow to arrive by the Countess of 
Elgin, but'merely so much tallow to be delivered on the safe 
arrival of the Countess of Elgin. 

In this case, the contract was for the sale of goods' to be im- 
ported by the Michael Angelo, and the goods which the defend- 
ant agreed to purchase were to be delivered on the day on 
which they should be landed at the Custom House. It clearly, 
therefore, was not a contract to purchase any 226 barrels of 
sulphur to be delivered, on the date‘on which they should arrive, 
without reference to the ship in which they should arrive. If “* 
the contract was to purchase 226 barrels of sulphur to be deli- 
vered on the date on which they should be landed at the Custom 
House, the delivery might be extended to any period. If the 
Michael Angelo had arrived with sulphur on board at a time 
when there was a rising market, the plaintiff would not have 
been bound to deliver those goods to the defendant, if the con- 
tract was a contract simply for the delivery of 226 barrels of 
sulphur; and, instead of delivering those, he might have waited 
and delivered 226 barrels from some other ship when there was a 

‘falling market. 

Again, the defendant contracted to ‘aie 226 barrels of 
sulphur from the Michael Angelo, weighing 1100 maunds, more 
or less. But if that was not a contract for the goods to arrive 
by the Michael Angelo, the plaintiff might have compelled the 
defendant to take 226 barrels from some other ship, provided 
they should weigh only 1100 maunds, more or less, though they 
might weigh more than any 226 barrels by the Michael Angelo, 
and this, though the market was a falling one. 

It is contended that the meaning of this contract was to pur- 
chase 226 barrels of sulphur to be delivered on the date on which 
sulphur should be landed from the Michael Angelo, but I can- 
not read the contract in that way. If the landing of goods from 
the Michael Angelo, was referred to merely to fix the time of the 

Q) 40. B., N. S., 85. 
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delivery of the goods which the defendant contracted to pure 1869 

chase, it would be quite immaterial whether the landing was a Bmamrat 

landing of sulphur or of any thing else. Inasmuch, therefore, Manxvevpax 
: : 7 Kusne, 

as the time of the.delivery of the goods and the weight, more or 

less, of the goods to be delivered had reference to goods to be 


landed from the Michael Angelo, it appears to me that the 
| defendant, under the terms of his contract, was not bound to 
5 , ‘ 

accept goods imported by any other ship and to have merely the 


time of payment regulated by the time of the delivery of the 

x cargo of the Michael Angelo. 

’ According to the case of Johnson v. Macdonell (1), the plain- 
tiff would not have been bound to perform his part of the con- 
tract if the sulphur on board the Michael Angelo had been lost 

** onthe voyage; and if he would not have been so bound, it ap- 
pears clear, that he cannot compel the defendant to accept goods 
imported by any other vessel. We have to construe the contract, 
which the parties entered into, and not to bind them to do some- 
thing else which they might have contracted to do, if they had 
thought fit, but which they did not contract to do. 

+ Itis not very material, but it appears to me that the plaintiff's 
own evidence, and the correspondence in the case, shew that the 
plaintiff himself originally put the same constriction upon the 
contract, as I now do. Í l - 

I am of opinion that the decision ought to be reversed, and 
the plaintiff's suit dismissed with costs of suit, and of this appeal 
to be taxed according to Scale No. 2. The money brought into 
the Court for the purpose of staying execution to be paid out. 


MACPHERSON, J.—I am of the same opinion. 


- Attorney for the appellant: Baboo D, C. Dutt. 


Attorneys for the repondent: Messrs. Barrow & Co. 


(1) 9 M. & W. 600, 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Macpherson. 


KNOWLES (Arrvetrant) 0. THE NATIONAL BANK OF INDIA 
1869 . (ResroxDENT.) 


Shares— Blank Trangfer—-Cause of Action, 


Shares in the National Bank were sold by the allottes, and a transfer in the form i 
required by the articles of association of tho Bank was executed, but no name was 
inserted as trausferee. The purchaser pledged them with the L P. L. and China 
Bank, and deposited with thom’ the blank transfer. This Bank applied to’ tho f 
National Bank, without producing a letter from the pledgor to register their lien, 
and on its refusal, sold the shares to tho plaintiff, and delivered to him the transfer 
also in blank. The plaintiff inserted his own namein the transfer, and requested 
the National Bank tò tegister the shares in his name. 

In an action against the National Bank, torecover the price of the shares, held, that *. 
they were justified in refusing to register, 

Held also, that the plaintiff, having received back from his vendors the price of 
his shares, had no cause of action. 


_ THIS was a suit to recover Rs, 13,500, as loss, which the 
plaintiff had sustained by reason of the refusal of the defendants 
to register him as owner of certain shares, of which he alleged 
he had become possessed by transfer. 

The facts of the case are fully set out in the judgment of the 
lower Court, which was as follows :— 


» 


Markey, J.—In this case, it appears that in the year 1863, 
250 shares in the Calcutta City Banking Corporation Limited 
were allotted to certain persons carrying on business, as Messrs. 
Byramji Cama & Co. In order to meet a rule of the Company, 
which required that the shares should stand in the name of an 
individual, and not of a firm, the certificates of the shares were, 
at the request of Messrs. Byramji Cama & Co., made out in 
the name of Dhapjibhai Byramji Mehta, their manager. Subse- 
quently the name of the Banking Corporation was altered to 
“The National Bank of India Limited,” and by that name the 
Bank is made defendant in this suit. In March 1865, the Bank 
purchased billsof Byramji Cama & Co., toa large amount, which 
bills fell due on the 3rd June, 1865. 

On the 27th April 1866, fifty of the shares allotted to Dhan- 
jibhai Byramji Mehta were sold to one Tincowri Das, and Dhan- 


aw ae 
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jibhai Byramji Mehta executed and delivered to Tincowri Das 1869 
a tranefer in the form required by the Articles of Association of Kxowzxs 
the Bank, but did not insert therein the name of any person as Tag aston, 
transferee. Dbia. 
Tincowri Das, subsequently, pledged these fifty shares with 
the India Peninsular London and China Bank, and at the same 
time deposited with this Bank the blank transfer. Subsequently 
the same Bank sold the shares to the plaintiff, and delivered to 
him the blank transfer which they had received from Tincowri 
` Das. The plaintiff thereupon inserted his own name in the trans- 
fer, and, on the 29th of May 1865, requested the Bank to regis- 
ter the shares in his name which they refused to do. The plain- 
tiff thereupon brought this suit to recover damages, claiming 
° rupees 13,500, the price which he had paid for the shares. 
The issue which it has been agreed that I am to try is, whether, 
under the circumstances of the case, the defendants were justifi- 
ed in refusing to register the shares. Now the first question 
which arises in determining this issue, is whether the shares 
became the property of the plaintiff. I am clearly of opinion 
that they did. I take precisely the same view of the position of 
the plaintiff in this case as was taken by the Court of Ex. Ch., in 
England of the position of the defendant, in Walker v. Bartlett (1) 
In that case Bartlett was the transferee of shares, holding a 
blank transfer, and Wightman, J., delivering the judgment of 
the Court, says, that Walker by the delivery of the blank trans- 
fer to Bartlett, had done all that it was incumbent upon him to 
do, or that he could do, to pass the property in the shares to 
Bartlett who, upon the “receipt of it, became potentially the 
owner of the shares, and might have made his title perfect at any 
time by filling up the transfer. The only difference in this case 
is, that the plaintiff is not the first transferee, but that, in my 
opinion, in no way affects his position, and he has perfected his 
title by inserting his own name in the transfer. 
The defendants, therefore, must base their refusal to register 
on some one of the Articles of Association of the Company, and 
for this purpose they rely on Articles 8 and 14. 


ee ee 
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1869 _ ‘Article 8 provides as follows :— 
rove “ So long as the whole amount of each share shall not have 


Tay NATIONAL “been fully paid up, no shareholder shall transfer any share 

“u Inna, without the consent of the Board of Directors first had; any 

í * shareholder destrous of selling or transferring any share or 
“ shares in the said Company not fully paid up, shall give notice 
“in writing to the manager of the said Company of such his 
* desire, stating the name of the intended transferee, and the 
“ Directors shall forthwith, in their discretion, accept or reject 
“ such application, and signify the same within reasonable time 
“to the intending transferee. 

Article 14 provides that 

é So long as any share shall not be fully paid up, the older 

“ of any such share shall not be entitled to pledge or mortgage 
the same, without the assent in writing of the Board of Direct- 
“ors who may, in their discretion, refuse to allow such pledge 
“or mortgage without assigning any cause or reason. The 
s party pledging or mortgaging any shares in the Company, 
* shall not forfeit any of the rights, nor be exempted from any 
“ liability as a shareholder, nor. shall the pledgee or transferee 
‘acquire the rights of, or be liable as ashareholder. A book shall 
“be kept by the Company in which shall be registered all mort- 
c gages or pledges of shares, and a certificate of the registration 
“ of any such mortgage or pledge shall be granted to the mort- 
“ gagee or pledgee of any share on application to the manager. , 
« It is admitted that the shares are not fully paid up, and that 
no consent of the Board of Directors has been given to the 
transferee, and that no notice of the desire of Dhanjibhai 
Byramji Mehta to sell the shares was given to the manager. 
The Directors, therefore, have never had any opportunity of 
accepting or rejecting the application in strict accordance with 
the rule, and, under any circumstances, they contend that it lies 
in their unfettered discretion to accept or reject the transfer. 

On the other hand, for the plaintiff it is contended, that the 
Directors can only exercise their discretion in a reasonable 
manner for the purpose intended by the clause; that the real 
object of that clause was obviously to protect the Company in 
respect of any liabilities which the actual shareholder on being 
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registered might have himself incurred, and that they cannot use + 1888 

this power to protect themselves in respect of liabilities of other .Kxowzrs 
persons; that Dhanjibhai Byramji Mehta is under no liability PUEN STONE y 
to the Company, and that as appears by the letter of the 3let Inoue |“ 
May (1), set out in the defendant’s written statement, the object 

of the Company is to secure themselves in respect of their claim 


against Byramji Cama and Company. 


That this last was the object of the Company is clear, and I 
go with the plaintiff to this extent, that the Directors cannot 
use their power of refusal arbitrarily, and also that if it were 
necessary, in order to support their refusal to show that they 
had a claim against the shareholder, itis not sufficient to shew 

. & claim against a person for whom the shareholder is a trustee. 
But it seems to me that under this rule, the Directors were not 
limited to any one ground of refusal. It may have been the 
principal object of the clause to secure the Company in respect 
of liabilities incurred by the shareholder himself, but the prohi- 
bition against transfer, without the consent of the Directors, is 
absolute and general, and it appears to me that holding such a 
power as clause 8 confers upon them, the Directors were not ouly 
at liberty, but bound to consider whether or not the transfer asked 
for would be beneficial to the Company whose interest they 
represent. In this case itis obvious it would not, and it appears 
to me, therefore, that they had the power to refuse, and were jus- 
tified in refusing to transfer these shares. The case of the 
plaintiff is, no doubt, a hard one, but it is a hardship which must 
be endured by all persona who buy under a defective title. 
It is unnecessary to consider the other clauses that have been 
referred to, on the grounds above stated. I think the suit must be 
dismissed with costs. 


(1) From R. O. Sawers, Manager of the that, as it is believed, the above-mentioned 
National Bank, to H. Knowles, shares are not the property of Mr. D. B. 
‘ Mehta, bnt of Messrs. Byramji Cama 
and co., against which firm this Bank has 
Referring to yonr letter of 29th instant, a claim, my Directors acting under advise 
handing Certificates for 50 sharesin the of the Bank’s solicitors, decline, under 
Capital Stock of this Bank Nos. 2904and present circumstances to transfer the 
2953 standing in namo of Dhanjibhai shares. I accordingly return the shares, 
Byranji Mehta, % have to inform you certificates, and relative transfer deeds. 
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May 31st 1865. 
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From this decision the plaintiff appealed on the grounda; lsz, 


Kxowies thatthe Bank was not justified in refusing to register the transfer 
Tag Nanioxat to the plaintiff; 2nd, that the Bank had notice of the transfer to the 


ISDA, 


plaintiff, and was bound to hold the shares for his benefit; 3rd, 
that the Bank had waived any right to require the assent of 
the Directors to the transfer; 4¢h, that the Bank having possessed 
themselves of the shares, with notice of the plaintiff's right, be- 
came a trustee for the plaintiff. 


Mr. Kennedy (Mr. Evans with him for the appellant).—It was 
not necessary that the transfer here should be by deed, as in the 
case of Hibblewhite v. MaMorine (1). A refusal to register 
must be for some good reasoff, and is not to be exercised arbitra- 
rily: Weston’s case (2). It cannot be exercised for the purpose 
of previously obtaining payment of a debt; Pinkett v. Wright (3) 
and the Company do not here exercise it for the purpose of ex- 
cluding an improper person which would be a good ground (4). 
As to discretion in refusing, Robinson v. Chartered Bank (5). 


Mr. Woodroffe (Mr. Marindin with him) contended, that 
the shares never were the property of the plaintiff. By. Act 
XIX. of 1857, section 18, under which the Bank was re- 
gistered (6), the document of transfer must be executed both 
by the transferer and transferee, and this not having been 
done, the transfer was void. 

It then appeared that the name of the plaintiff had been erased 
from the document of transfer, and Mr. Woodroffe was stopped 
by the Court, as it appeared, that the plaintiff had received 
back rupees 13,500, the amount hë had paid for the shares 


, Law E 
5 Jung 


from the Indian Peninsular London and China Bank, and had ` 


no interest entitling him to sue. 


Mr. Kennedy in reply. 


(1) 6 M. W., 200. maked Fin the schedule hereto, or to 
(2) 6 L. R. Eq. 238. the like effect, and shall be executed both 
(8) 2 Hare., 120. by the transferor and transferee; the 
(4) Ib., 183. transferer shall be deemed to remain a 
(5) 1 L R. Eq., 32. holder of such share until the name of 


(6) Scotion 18. The transfer of any the taansferee is entered in the register 
share in the Company shallbeinthe form book in respect thereof. 


Reporta, 
1869, ¢ 
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Peacock, C. J.—It appears to me that the judgment in this 1869 
case ought to be affirmed. Even, if the Directors were not justi- nS 
fied in refusing to register Mr. Knowles as the transferee of the Trk NA monii 
shares in question, it appears that, after the refusal, Mr. Knowles bou. 
received back from the Indian Peninsular London and China 
Bank, the sum of rupees 13,500, being the amount of the purchase- 
money, which he had paid tothe Bank, aud he thereby relinquish- 
ed in favor of the said Indian Peninsular London and China 
Bank all the right and interest he had to the said shares, the 
scrip certificates of which he handed over to the said Bank: and he 
agreed to accept the amount of rupees 13,500 as in full satisfaction 
of all claim or demand by him against them, whether in respect of 
the said shares or otherwise. It is clear, then, that even if Mr. 

* Knowles had a cause of action against the defendants, he ceased 
to have been damaged long before he commenced this suit. 

But I am of opinion that Mr. Justice Markby was right. 

The Directors of the defendant Bank had very good ground for 
refusing to register the transfer to Mr. Knowles. It appears 
that prior to the 2nd May 1865, the Indian Peninsular London 
and China Bank applied to the Directors of the National Bank 
to register their lien over the shares, and that the National Bank 
wrote in answer to the application, stating that before they could 
comply with the request, they would thank the Indian Penin- 
sular Bank to furnish them with a letter of pledge from the pledgee 
(intending I presume the pledgor) who must be registered in 
their books as the proprietor of the shares. 

The certificate of shares had originally been issued to Mr. 
Dhanjibhai Byramji Mehta, but that had been done at the 
request and for the benefit of Messrs. Cama and Co., in whose 
office he was employed. Messrs. Cama were indebted to the 
National Bank; and if the shares had been pledged to the Indian 
Peninsular London and China Bank by or for the benefit 
of Messrs. Cama, the National Bank had a very good ground 
for refusing to register the shares in the name of the Indian 
Peninsular London and China Bank, until they were satisfied 
that the Indian Peninsular London and China Bank held 
them from a person who had bona jide purchased them from 
Mehta. They were clearly justified in refusing to acknow- 
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ledge the pledge until they were informed of the circum- 
stances under which it was made. The Indian Peninsular 


v. . 4 * 
‘Tne Natroxar, London and China Bank never gave them any satisfactory answer 


Bank or 
TA. 


as to the pledge of the 50 shares to which this suit relates; but, 
instead of doing so, they on 29th May 1866 acquainted the 
National Bank that they had disposed of the shares, the transfer 
being to Mr. Knowles. Whether Mr. Knowles was informed 
of the refusal to register, without further explanation, does not 
appear. 

The National Bank were perfectly justified in refusing to 
transfer to the name of Mr. Knowles, until they knew who the 
persons were who pledged them to the Indian Peninsular London 
and China Bank. Mr. Knowles, therefore, acquired no cause of 
action in consequence of the refusal; and, instead of at once 
bringing an action for the refusal, he appears to have returned the 


` shares to the Indian Peninsular London and China Bank, and to 


have received back his purchase-money. We do not know exactly 
what took place between Mr, Knowles and the Indian Peninsular 
London and China Bank in July 1866; but we do know that 
nearly two years before this action was commenced, the Indian 
Peninsular London and China Bank returned to Mr. Knowles all 
the money which he had given them for the shares, and that Mr. 
Knowles relinquished the shares to them. The deed of transfer 
was cancelled, and Mr. Knowles’ name was struck out in the 
instrument of transfer. Mr. Knowles has not any cause of 
action against the National Bank, and the Indian Peninsular 
London and China Bank cannot sue in his name to recover the 
amount for which they sold the shares to him after the National 
Bank had refused to register their claim, and which money they 
returned to Knowles taking the shares back. 

It appears to me that the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 


MACPHERSON, J.—I am of the same opinion. 
Attorneys for the appellant: Messrs. Carruthers and Co. 


Attorneys for the respondent: Messrs. Berners and Co. 
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Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, U. J., and Mr.-Justice Macpherson. 


f * 1869 
GOMEZ (Aprgniant) v. YOUNG anp ornens (ResponpEnts.) April 12. 


Promissory Note—Interest—Stump—Act X. of 1862, 8. 22. 


: A promissory note is sufficiently stamped, if the stamp covers the principal “sum 
named in the note, without reference to the interest. 


\ Tars was a suit to recover Rs. 1864, the principal amd inter- 
est due on a promissory note made by the defendants in favor | 
of the plaintiff’ The promissory: note in question purported 
to be for the payment “to the plaintiff, 12 months after date 

* of Rs. 1,000, with interest thereon at the rate of 3 per cent. per 
mensem from the date thereof.” The defendants, in their written 
statement, objected that the note was insufficiently stamped, on 
the ground that the stamp should have been of sufficient value 
to cover the amount of both the principal and interest. 


Pasar, J.—After giving the best consideration I-can to the 
words of the Act, and after some consultation with one of my 
brother Judges, I am of opinion that section 22 of Act X. of 
1862 applies to the promissory note in this case. This promis- 
sory note is clearly equivalent to a bill of exchange; for itis a 
negotiable instrument payable to order, and if endorsed, it would 

` be strictly an order for money within the words of the section. 
But had I thought otherwise, inasmuch as the words of sections 
15 and 17 are entirely permissive, I should not have exercised - 
the discretion reposed in the Court by those sections in favor of 
a promissory note so exactly resembling a bill of exchange and, 
therefore, as I think within the mischief provided against by 
section 22, unless I was satisfied that the case was one of an 
a exceptional character—dnd as to that, I have no evidence before 
me—to make me think this case is essentially different from the 
ordinary run of suits brought on promissory notes. 

I have already said in the course of the case that I consider 

‘the note insufficiently stamped. I come to this conclusion, 
because I,a of opinion that the interest which became due at 
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the date of maturity, must, for purposes of estimating the stamp, 
be added to the amount which isin terms secured by the note, 
otherwise the revenue might be materially defrauded by the sim- 
ple expedient of obligations to phy money at a future date being 
drawn in a form, which makes a large portion of the debt take 
the shape of interest. I, therefore, feel bound to reject this pro- 
missory note as evidence; and as that is the sole foundation of 
plaintiff's suit, that suit must be dismissed, but without costa. 
From this decision the plaintiff appealed. 


Mr. Woodroffe (Mr. Mendes with him) for the appellant—lIf 
a promissory note comes at all within Act X. of 1862, under 
section 22 of the Act, the proper amount of the stamp should 
be with reference only to the principal, and not with reference to 
the principal and interest. There is one case decided on the 
Indian Act, Taracknath Patit v. Gladstone (1). On the English 
Act 55, George III., c. 184, there have been several: Pruessing 
v. Jug (2); Israel v. Benjamin(3); Wills v. Noott (4); Dizon v. 
Robinson (5); Foreman v. Jeyes (6). : 


Mr. Marindin, for the respondent, contended that, by section 
17 of Act X. ot 1862, the order of the Court below was final. 
[ Woodroffe.-—The Court below holds that that section does not 
apply to this case.] ‘The English and Indian Acts are different. 


The words “ sum payable” in the latter, point to the time at 


which the instrument becomes due. 


Peacocs, C. J.—It appears to me that the promissory note 
was sufficiently stamped; it being sufficient to cover the princi- 
pal sum secured by the note. The word “sum” in the English 
Act has been held to be the principal sum; and I see no differ- 
euce between the words “ for a sum payable” in the Indian Act, 


and the words “for the payment of the sum” in the English od 


Statute. It appears to me to be a distinction without a difference, 


(1) 1 Hyde, 178. (4 4 Tyrwhitt, 726, 
(2) 4 B. & Ald., 204, (5) 50. & P., 96. 
(3) 3 Camp , 40, (6) 5 0. & P. 419. org 


ee 
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With reference to the losses to the Government revenue which 
ithas been suggested might result from persons securing the prin- 
cipal under the name of interest, I confess I do not appreciate 


it. If the Government should suffer in its revenue by the adop-. 


tion of such a practice for the purpose of defrauding the revenue 
for the sake of a few annas, it has the remedy in its own hands 
by amending the Act. 

The revenue has not, as far as I am aware, been defrauded in 
England by the construction put on a corresponding provision of 
the Stamp Act. I should be very sorry to see justice defeated 
by holding that a man is to lose his claim by making a mistake 


as to the construction to be put on the Indian Act where the con-. 


struction put upon it, is in accordance with the construction 
which has been put upon similar words in the English Statute. 
The greatest injustice might be caused if we were to hold that 
the plaintiff should lose his whole claim, simply because he made 
such a mistake. 

I think the judgment of the learned Judge should be reversed, 
and the plaintiff is entitled to a decree for the principal and inter- 
est shewn upon the note. The interest will be at the rate men- 
tioned in the promissory note during the 12 months for which the 
note was to run, and at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum upon 
the principal from that time to the date of decree, Interest will 
run on the principal and interest, from this date, at 6 per cent. 


The costs of suit and of this appeal will be paid by all the 


defendants, to be taxed on scale No. 1. 
Macpxerson, J.—I am of the same opinion. 
Attorney for the appellant: Mr. Leslie. 


Attorney for the respondent: Mr. Puliologus. 
: 24—E 
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SHORT NOTES OF CASES. 


Aor X, or 1859, a. 77—Inrervaenrion.—< This was a suit for arrears of 
rent at an enhanced rate, after service of notice. The defendant, the ryot, alloged cor 
that he was not in possession of the tenure which hac been sold by his father to the 
intervenor, who was in possession at the time that the notice was served. The 
first Court dismissed the suit on the ground that the notice should have been served 
on the intervenor, who is actually in possession of the tenure, and not on the defend- 
aut whose father had sold it. The Judge on appeal allowed’ the transferee to inter- 
vons, aud held that the zemindar, the plaintiff, who had never acknowledged tho 
intervenor as his tenant, could only look to the defendant for the rent, and that the 
service of the notice on the defendant, in the absence of all notice of transfor, was 
proper aud legal, The judgment of the first Court was, therefore, reversed. 

“ Wo are of opinion that both the Courts were wrong in allowing any intervention 
in this snit. Under Act X. of 1859, the only section under which a party can 
intervene, is under section 77, and the ground of intervention must be, that the party 
who intervenes claims the right to receive the rent of the Jand or tenure. In this 
case the intervenor averred that he was the party who ought to pay rent to the 
plaintiff, and not the party who had been sued. This intervention, therefore, clearly 
does not come within the purview of section 77."—-Per Kemp and E. Jackson, Jd., 
Durga Narayan Roy v. Jaykrishna Mookerjeo, Special Appeal, No. 238 of 1868, from 
Hooghly. 2nd September 1868. 


Aor XIV. oF 1859, 8. 1, ot, 7.—Nandagopal Mallik, in 1852, purchased from 
Ramkanai Goswami, a putni talook, in the name of Harinarayan Mookerjee. In 1854, 
Nandogopal diced, leaving two sons, one of whom was Khagendranath, an appellant, 
and a widow. Tho sona allowed the widow to remain in possession. In December 
1854, Ramkanai made a- complaint before the Magistrate under Act IV. of 
1840, against Harinarnyan, Khagendranath, Jadugopal Mallik, and Nityagopal 
Mallik and others, stating that thoy had dispossessed him of the talook on 
27th December. The Magistrato recorded a proceeding, ordering Harinarayan, Jadu- 
gopal, and Nityagopal to put Ramkanai in possession. On 12th January 1855, 
Ramkanai obtained possession, and sold to Rakhal Das. On 28th December 1866, 
Khagendranath and his brother brought their suit egainst Harinarayan, Ramkanai? 
and Rakhal Das, for recovery of the talook. The Principal Sudder Ameen and the 
Judgo on appeal held, that the suit was barred under s. 1, el. 7 of Act XIV. of 1859. 
In special appeal, held (roversing the decisions below, and remanding the case) 
“the mero fact that the Act IV. award in question was passed against a 
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benamidar foi the present plaintiffs, does not, in our opinion, suffice to show that — 


the present plaintiffs are bound by that, award. If the allegations in the plunt 


_ are correct, hag i is no doubt that the plaintiffs do not claim this property through 
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the Jenamidar. On the other hand, their case is that Harinarayan, the alleged 


Buort Norgs Cc2andar, had no right or title in the property, but was merely the person in , 
whose name the property was purchased by their father. If the defendants had 


OF CaBES. 


succeoded in shewing that the Act IV. proceeding was conducted by Harinarayan 
on the authority, express or implied, of the plaintiffs, the plaintiffs would have 
been bound by those proceedings, and the suit now brought to recover the property 


- comprised in the award might have been barred by clause 7 of section 1 of the. 


Act. But it is not disputed that there is no legal evidence to show that any such 
authority was given by the plaintiffs to Harinarayan ; and in the absence of such 
evidence, we cannot hold that the platntiffs are barred simply because Harinarayan, 
the benamular, was a party to the Act IV. proceedings in question. It is said that 
the plaintiff, Khagendra, was made a party to this Act IV. proceeding. It is very 
true that the name of Khagendra appears in the petition filed by the defendants 


_ in the Act IV. case, but on referring to the proceedings of the Magistrate, we find 


+ „that the award of that officer was confined to a caso between the present defendant 


on the one side and Harinarayan and two other parties, no waf connected in law 
with the plaintiffs, on the other. Itis clear, therefore, that Khagendra was not a 


party to this proceeding, and in the absence of any evidence to show that Khagendra 


was summoned by the piesont defendants to appear in the Act IV. case, wo can- 
not even infer that he was aware of that proceeding, morely because his name 
was montioned in the petition.’—Per Bayley and Mitter, JJ., Khagendranath 
Mallik v, Rakhal Das Sirkar, Special Appeal, No. 190 of 1868, from Burdwan, 
8th September 1868. 


e 

CennwaL Progepure Cops (Acr XXV. oF 1861) s8. 427 & 435 —DIREOTION 
ro Commar—Procevven.—One Guhini Mussulmani, charged Hakim Sirdar and 
Esab Sirdar with breaking into hor house at mght, and committing a rape upon her 
person. The Deputy Magistrate of Satkhira convicted both the accused under 
section 457 of the Indian Penal Code, of the offence of committing house breaking 
by night, in order to the committing of an offenco punishable with imprisonmont 
(viz, rape), and sentouced them each to be rigorously imprisoned for six months, and 
to pay fines of Rs. 6 each, and in default of payment to be farther imprisoned for ten 
days. The accused appealed to the Sessions Judge, who, on June isth 1868, set 
aside the order of the Deputy Magistrate, and directed that the accused should “ bo 
committed to the Sessions on a charge of rape.” The Deputy Magistrate, accord- 
ingly, committed the accused Hakim Sirdar, on charges of rape, undar section 376 ; 
attempt to commit rape, under sections 511 and 376 ; and houso breaking by night, 
with intent to commit an offence punishable with imprisonment, under section 457 


aN. 


of the Penal Code; and the accused, sab Sirdar, on charges of abatement of the 


first two of the above charges, and of committing an offence under séchon 457° of 
the Penal Code. 


On a roference by the Sessions Judge to the High Comt, held, “ the case of the 


Queen v. Ramiahal Sing and others (1) is exactly similar to that now refefred to 
us by the Sessions Judge, and should, in onr gpinion, govern it. The offence of 


(i) 5 W. R, Crim, 12, 
' o è 


pon 


př 
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which the accused wero convicted by the Deputy Magistrate, namely, lurking ` 1868 
house-trespass by night, &c, section 457 Penal Code, was bne trinblo by that 
officer ; and, thorefore, sections 427 and 435 of tho Criminal Procodure Code did 
not apply, and the Scssiops Judge was wrong m directing the men to be committed 
_ ‘to the Sessions. The order of tho Sessions Judge directing commitment must be act 
aside, and the order of tle Deputy Magistrate restored.”—Per Loch and Glover, JJ., 
Reference by the Officiating Additional Sessions Judge of 24-Pergnnonas. 9th 
September 1868. ' 


Snort Notes 
or CisEs. 





8x0. 99 or tux Mutiny Aor (80 & 31 Vion, o. 18)—Junispicrion or SMALL 
Cavsp Counr —The following case was stated for the opinion of the High Court by 
the Judge of the Small Oause Court of Darjecling. The jurisdiction of this Court 
has been laid down by Goverument to extend to the ordinary jarisdiction of tho 
Wo, 84—Tosein Khodmatgar » Deputy Commissioner in the Rull Tracts of Darjeeling, 


ek Dickenisog. IR but exclusive of the Terai and Dalimkote Sub- 

and Mahomed Khan. | Division, vide Calcutta Gazotto of the 8th Muay 1867, 
he Ar Fon C Ditor Ditto Page 834, and I bog leaye to submit for the orders 
No. 71—Chimniwala » Ditto. of the High Court, whether section 99 (1) of the 


phage ren gene eee ang Mutiny Act notwithstanding, the defendants in the 


cases noted in the margin, who dro ordinarily” 

persons amenable to the Mutiny Act, aro within 
the jurisdiction of this Court or not. I am of opinion that thoy are within the 
jurisdiction of this Court, the 99th soction of the Mutiny Act notwithatanding, 
and my reasons for holding this opinion are as follows : 

“To make a case cognizable by a Mutiny Court of Requests, the defendant must 
be of n certain class serving with a body of troops in a certain place. A place 
must have limits. On referring to one of the best Dictionarics (Webster), I find 
that in ‘military affairs’ a ‘place’ means ‘a fortified town or post, or fortress, a 
fort.’ I presume that whore there are no limits, the provisions of section 99 are 
not applicable ; and, therefore, do not bar the jurisdiction of a Small Cause Court 
over officers and others serving with a body of troops. 

“The defendants in tho first six cases quoted are residents of Sinchal, and at the 
time the cause of action arose, were attached to a Wing of Her Mnjesty’s 58th Foot, 
equivalent to half a Battalion. The boundaries of Siuchal have nover been laid 
down in the manner contemplated by section 5 of Regulation XX. of 1810. The 
Yomaining defendant, at the time the cause of action arose, was resident of * 
Jullapahar, and was attached to the Convalescent Depôt, a dotachmont of troops 
of strength loss than half a Battalion. Jullapahor has no known limits, 

“I am, accordingly, of opinion that the whole of the defendanta who at the time 
the causo of action arose were attached to troops serving in India, but in no parti- 

- eular’place, are liable to the jurisdiction of the Small Cause Court of Darjeeling.” 

The opinion of the High Court, on the above reference, was delivered by 

Peacock, C. J—It appenrs to us that the defendants are not amenablo to tho , 


- (1) The 90th sestion of the Mutiny Actoommencas beforo a Court of Requosts and not olsowhore, 
with these words: “In all plases in Indie where provided the valuo in, questa shall not oxeced tm 
any body of Her Blayesty’s Force may bo serving, Rupess 400, and thatthe dofendant was a porsou 
&o.,” and further on, 1b ıs enacted that “all per- of the above dcserption when the cause of action 
sonal actions against oftiters, &o., shall bo cognizable arose.” 
2 {v 
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1868 jurisdiction of the Small Cause Court We think that the word “place” in 

Snort Nowe settion 99 of the Mutiny Act is not used in the limited sense in which it has been 

or Casus. construed by the Jndge of the Small Cause Court. We are of opinion that Sinchal 

and Jullapahar are places in India beyond the jurisdiction of the Small Canse 

a Conrt in Calentta, and that, asa body of Her Majesty’s Forces was serving in each 

* of those places, the actions were cognizable only by a Military Court of Requests 

under the section above quotéd. We presume that the canses of action did not #&ceed 

400 rnpees.—Por Peacock, C. J., and Hobhouse, J., Hossein v. Lieut. Dickenson, 
Reference from the Small Cause Court at Darjeeling. 11th September 1868. 


PENAL Cops, 8. 206—Acr X. or 1859, s. 145.—A Deputy Magistrate convicted 
and sentenced, under section 206 of the Indian Penal Code, certain persons for 
having fraudalontly removed property to prevent its being taken in execution 
of an Act X. decree. e 

The Judge was of opinion that the Deputy Magistrate’s order was illogal, and 
sent the case up to the High Court that the Deputy Magistrate’s orders might be” 
quashed, on the ground that, as section 145 of Act X. of 1859 provides for the punish- 
ment of pérsons who remove property distrained undér that Act, the Deputy - 
Magistrate was not empowered to try this case as one aaa mader sation: 

406 of the Indian Penal Code. 


On reference to the High Court, held, “it appears to us | that the oenas ts : 


punighable under section 206 of tho Indian Penal Code, and not under section 145 
of Act X. of 1859, which relates to property under distraint, and not that taken iù 
execution of a decree. i 
“ The Collector trying a case under Act X. of 1869 is a Jadge—illustration to sec- 
tion 19, Penal Code—and tho words “ Court of Justice” denote a J nudge empowered 
i by law to act judicially alone—section 20, Penal Code—and a suit for rent is certainly 
` a Civil suit, so that if a person fraudulently removes property, intending thereby to 
prevent that property from being taken in exeention of a ‘decree or order which 
bas been made by a Collector, who is a Court of Justice in a civil suit, i æ, a suit 
' for rents, he commits the offence described ın section 206, Penal Code. Wo think 
that there are no grounds for the jnterference of this Court.”—Per Loch and 
Glover, JJ., Gaurchandre Chuckerbutty v. Krishna Mohan Sing, Hoterençe by the 
Sessions Judge of Tipperah. 11th Soptember 1868. 


’ 
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AGREEMENT TO REMAIN IN THE Saatagt Unron—BREACg or OontrRaor.—The 
following case was submitted for opinion of the High Court Plaintiffs sue to 
recover the sam of Rs. 50, which defendants, by an agreement dated the 24th Aswin 
1261 (September 1854) promised to pay, should they leave the “Samaji Union” 
yo of the plaintiffs, into which they were admitted under the following circumstances. 
i Defendants having associated«with certain persons- of their own caste, considered 
guilty in some _bocial point of view amongst their class of people, were fined by 
their zemindar. “On this, they Joined ‘the society of the plaintifi’s, executing in 
favor of the latter the agreement in question. It runs thus? “We shall eat and 
ait in your community and move therein ; and, therefore, you pay the above fine for 


» 
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us. Wo shall not, without your permission, join any other community ; if we do, we 1868 
shall pay Rs. 50, with interest” This may lead to a supposition that plaintiff’s grout Notes 
demand is on account of contribution towards the fine allnded to, but their case oF Oases. 
is not, in fact, one for any such contribution or the lke. Nor do they utter even a 

word about the previous fine or their having paid aught for the defendants, or what 

the amount of fine or payment was. The point on which I solicit the opinion of 

the High Court is, can an agreement (thus to remain for ever in a particular 

community of men) be enfarced, or a penalty as above allowed for breach of 

that agreement. 


The opinion of the High Court was delivered by 


Praco, O. J.—I am of opinion that such an agreement cannot be enforced, 
and that the suit ought to bo dismissed—Per Peacock, o. J., and Mitter, J., 
Nitai Shaha v. Bhubal Shaha, Reforonce from the Small Cange Court of Dacca. 
12th September 1868. 


’ 
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. Nortcs or Forxo.osurr—AGREEMENT TO ALLOW FURTHER TIAE AFTER 
EXPIRY OF THE Year or ‘Grace.— In these two cases the mortgagee, having 
issued notice of foreclosure on the mortgagor, allowed the mortgagor six month” 
time, within which to redeem the mortgage, shortly before the expiry of tle ? 
yeaor of graco. oTh mortgigor subsequently died, and the mortgagee now sues to 
recover, the mortgaged property. The legal representative of the mortgagor-objects 

that fressh woticg .of foreclosure has not been served upon him, and it was mgued 
before the lcwer Courrt, and it has been argued again in special appeal before this 
Court, that under the circumstances it was necessary under the law that fresh notice 
should be issued, We concur with the lower Court in the opinion that such fresh 
notico was not necessary. The subsequent agreement may possibly havo had its 
effect in delaying the date npon which a Qourt would give offect to the foreclosure » 
proceeding ; buton the expiry of tho additional time which had been ‘agreed to 
between the parties, we think the foreclosure would stand good. The law does not 

say that the mortgagee is bound on the expiry of the year of grace at once to take 
proceedings under the mortgage, but it requires that a notice of foreclosure shall 

be given, and distinctly declares that frithin one year from the date of the notifica- 

tion, ag far'as the law is concerned, the mortgage will be finally foreclosed. Tho 
parties as between themsélves may enter into any other agreement, but the require- $ 


“ments of the law will on the issue of the notice and the expiry of the year of grace, 
-have been finally complied with.’—Per Kemp and E. Jackson, JJ., Munshi 


Bazlar Rahim v Abdullah; Special Appeals, Nos. 1810-and 1811 of 1868, from 
Hooghly. 10th November 1868. 


Aor VL or 1862 (B. ©), 8, 9.—MBASURENENT OF Larnrmas.— The plaintiff, 
special appellant, is a putnidar. Tho defendant holds land within his putni, pay- 


_ ing rent to the plaintiff; he also holds or alleges that he holds certain Iakhiraj : 


lands, The plaintiff, special appellant, ‘applied to the Collector, for permission to 
make a survég and measurement of the lands of his putni. He was opposed by tho 


s ’ 
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1868 special respondent, who objected to any survey being made of thé Inkhiraj Iand. 
Snort Noras both the Collector and the Judge on appeal have considered this objection to be 
or Cases. valid, and have refused to permit the plaintiff to survey and measure tho Jakhiraj 
land, observing that he was at liberty to take such steps as he might be advised to 


„ão fo resume and assess these lakhiraj lands. . We think that the lower Conrts ` 


o. Tes "have put a proper interpretation upon section 9, Act VL of 1862, B. å. The section 
gives to whoever is the proprictor of an estate or tenure, the right of making a 
general survey or measurement of the lands comprised in such estate or tenure. 

~Now, it cannot be said, that these lakhiraj lands are comprised in the plaintiff's 


putni; they are lands held under an independent title, and until resumed or assessed, . 


form a distinct and separate estate. Further it is clear, under the provisions of 
section 10 of the Act, that the policy of the law was to assist parties who nre unable 
7 to ascertain the persons liable to pay rent to them, and it was for the purpose of 
enabling them to arrive at this information, that the power was. given them to 


-  _ measure inder the control of the Collector. Special appeal dismissed.”—Per Kemp: 


and Jackson, JJ., Prasannamayi Dobi o Chandra Neth Chowdry, Special Appeal, 
No. 896 of 1868, from Mymensing. 11th November 1868. 


. S . 2 a 


7 described a3 -Doputy Agent of the East India Railway Company, and Mr. W. B. 

i " Latimer, described as District Engineer of the Districts of Rajmohal and Boer- 
bhoom, are made joint defendants. There is no cause of action against them, or 

; ‘either of ‘them. The cause of action, if any, in this cnse, is against | the East India 

` Railway Company. It is unnecessary for us to enter into the question whethor the 
_ Plaintiff has any valid cause of action against the East India. - Railway Giai 
or not, because they have not been made defendants in the'suit. 

“Tt is a clear rule of law, that a Corporation must sue and be sued in its Giani 
name. Séction 26 of Act VIIL of 1859 points out how a Cofporation is to be de- 
Bcribed in the plaint, and section 63 points out how procosi is a be served on a 
Corporation. 

“ As regards the Government, it is clear, according to the appellant’ own showing 
that there was no cause of action against them, The appeal is dismissed with 
costa.” —Per Peacock, C. J., and Mitter, J., Ramdas Sen v, The Collector of Moor- 
shedabäd and Mr. Cecil Stephenson, Regular Appeal, No. 39 of 1868, from Beer- 
bhoom, 12th November 1868. 


Ouar. XIV., Orama Proospurn Oops (Act XXV. or 1861)—Potion 
Dos Exqumy.—Foktu Shah laid before the Magistrate a complaint under section °380 
of the Penal Code. The Magistrate ordered a Police enquiry; and on the roport 
made by the Police, dismissed the complaint. The Sessions Judge referred the 
- case to the High Court, on the ground that, in cases under Chapter XIV. of the 
* Criminal Procedure Code, the Magistrate could not order a Police enquiry—Hara”™ 
chand Nowlaka’s case ees onght not, therefore, to have acted on the result of 
5 guch enquiry. a 
- - a 8 W. R, Cnm., 12, g e 
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. BUIT BY, OR AGAINST, A CORPORATION.—“ In this case, Mr. Cocil Stephonson, 
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Per Grover, Jọ (Dissenting from Harachand Nowlaka’s caso) (1).—Under -1868 ` 
section 133, a Magistrats may order a police inquiry “into any offence punishable Snorer Nores 
under ‘the Penal Code.” ` OF Cases. 

Prr Locs, J.—The Magistrate had no authority to order an inquiry into this oF 
case by the Police, It is a case which comes undor the provisions of Chapter XIV 7 
of the Code of Criminal Procedure, and though some of the provisions of Chapter 
XIL have been extended to complaints coming under Chaptor XIV., yet the power , 
to order an inquiry by the Police, under section 180 of the Code, does not appear 
to be included among the provisions so éxtended. 

(The Magistrate had examined the complainant under section 66 of the Criminal 
Procedure Codo, and dismissed the complaint under Section 67. Held, therefore, 
that the Court could not interfere in the case.) Per Loch and Glover, JJ., Revision | 
of Proceedings in the case of Fokta Shah. 12th November 1868, s 


. 


Caure FOLDOWERS——JURISDIOTION OF Saart Cause Coorr—Muorwy Acr (30 


AND 31'Vıcr„ O. 13) ss. 2 AnD 99.—The following case was submitted for tho aan <2 


opinion of the High Court by the Judge of the Small Cause Court of Darjeeling : 

The defendants, one of whom at the time the cause of action arose, wns 
attached to the Mess of Her Majesty’s 58th Foot, at Sinchal, were held by the High ~ ` 
Court,. in their proceedings dated the 1lth January 1868, not amenable to this 
Court. This ruling, however, was made by the High Court onthe understanding ` 


conveyed by this Court’s letter No. 168, dated the 29th July 1867, that the defend- v 
ants were amenable to the Mutiny Act., The plaintiff, accordingly, broùght his, , p . 
action before the Offcor Commanding at Darjeeling, with a view to its being tricd ey 
by a Military Oonrt of Requests. Tho Officer in command refnsed to entertain tho ’ 

case, and referred the plaintiff back to this Court. Š 


From tho correspondence that has passed, it appears that the Officer in command 
holds thit the defendants, whom he admits to have been attached to the Mess of Her 
Majesty’s 58th Foot, being Natives of India, are not Followers within the meaning 
of section 2 of the ‘Mutiny-Act ; and that they aro, thereforo, not amenable to the 
Mutiny Act. Ho; accordingly, holds that the Civil Court, and not a Military Court 
of Requests, hăs jurisdiction in the case which is the subject of this reference, “ i 

I am of opinion that the cage is not cognizable by any Civil Court. : 

My opinion is based on sections 2 and 99 of the Mutiny Act. The wording of 
section 2 is as follows: ‘ All the provisions of this Act shall apply to all persons 
belonging to Hor Majesty’s Indian Forces, who are Followers in, or of, any of the said 
Forces,” There is nothing in the section to show that Followers of any nationality <. 
are excluded. 

The dofendants being Followers of Her Majesty’s 58th Foot, are, I consider, amen- 
ablo to the Mutiny Act, under section 2 of that Act, and having been persons of - 
that desciiption when the cause of action arose, I further consider that, under 
section 99 of the said Act they are not amenable to any Civil Court. 


The opinion of the High Court was delivered by - 5 
Pracoog, 0..J.—We are of opinion that the action is nòt cognizable. by tho 
i - (1) 8 W. B, 12, ` 
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1868 Small Cause Court. We assume that both of the defendants are correctly stated to 
Snort Novus Pe Camp Followers, although at the commencement of the statement it is said “ one 
oF Cases. of whom, &c., was attached to the Moss of Her Majesty’s 58th Foot.” The ‘eason- 
` ing of the ex officio Judge appears to us to be correct. The Mutiny Act extends 
to Her Majesty’s Indian Forces, and it would be a great anomaly to suppose that a 
Native Camp Follower attached to a Native Regiment would be exempt under the 
Mutiny Act, and that a Native Camp Follower attached to a European Regiment 
wonld not.—Per Peacock, O. J., and Mitter, J., Nasiruddin v, Khodabaksh, Reference 
by the Judge of the Small Cause Court at Darjeeling. 21st November 1868. 
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CONTRACT TO BUY Goops BY “A PARTIOULAR Sarr.” —“ The plaintif, in this ` 1868 
case, sucs to recover damages for the non-acceptance of 1,100 maunds of Snlphur, Sorn Notes 
which the defendant agrocd to purchase under a contract in writing. Although or Cagss. 
there is an issuo raised as td the terms of the contract, there is no dispute as to the 
documents from which it is to bo gathored. The first one is dated 16th Jaishta 
1274. It is a memorandum of the sale signed by the defendant, by hand of one 
Chaturbhuj, a brokery and it is in these words: 

“ Date, 16th of Jaishta, year 1274, 

“ Goods sold to Bhawanidas and ,Bibarilal, throngh Ohaturbhuj Dalal. To be im- 
ported per ship ‘Michacl Angelo ; Choongi Sulphur, 296 barrels, more or less, factory 
weight, 1,100 maunds, at tho current rate of 6 rupees 3 annas; batta deducted nt 
16 rupees; maddat (period), 3 months; interest at 8 rupees; the weighment agreed 
i upon to be in 30 days after landing; interest at 6 rupees; the goods are to be taken 

delivory of from the Custom House on the same day that they are landed. I shall 

receive the amount in cash, on deducting the interest at 6 rupees, of the agreement 

to weigh. Should you delay in taking delivery of the goods, you shall have to pay 

e the Custom House hire-costs caused thereby; the earnest hereof is Co.’s rupees 300. 
“ BHAWANILAL AND BINARILAL, 

“by the hand of Chatnrbhnj Dalal. 


“ This document was delivered by the broker to the plaintiff. The second docu- 
ment is addressed by Chaturbhnj to Biharilal. It is in Nagri, and to itas, 
appended, in Bengali, a repetition of the terms of the bargain signed by eal 

. “ Sri Ramji. 

“From Chaturbhuj to Bhawanilal, Biharilal. Accept my salutations. You took 
226, (two huudred and twenty-six) barrels of ‘Choongi or Gundhak,’ or sticks 
of brimstone, weighing ,1,100 (cloven hundred) maunda, moro or less, purchased 
nt tho rate of Rs. 6-8 (six rupecs and three annas); factory weight, in current rupees. 
Term, three months; interest at 8 rupees. The earnest-money of which amounting 
to rupees 300 (three hnndred Company’s rupecs,) you will give to Madhusudan 
and Panch Cowrie Kundu. The goods are to be imported by ship from England, 
the namo of which ship is ‘Michaol Angelo.’ One month from landing, delivery will 
be given, Deducting interest, the goods to be removed from the Custom House. 
Date, the 11th day of the dark side of the moon, in Jaishta (29th May), Bongali 
16th Jnishta, Sambat 1924. ` Having deducted interest at the rate of six rupees, tako 
the goods. 

“T have sold’ to Bhawanidas and Biharilal, to arrive by the ship ‘Michael Angelo,’ 
226 barrels ‘Choongi Gaudhak,’ or sticks of brimstone, weighing more’ or less 
1,100 maunds factory weight, at the current price of 6 rupees 3 annas per maund, 
leas batta at tho rate of 16 rupees. Term 3 months. Interest at the rate of 8 rupees. 
Time of delivery, 30 days after landing. On the date’ on which the goods are 
landed nt the Cozstom House, after deducting interest at the rate of 6 rupees, I will 
give delivery, and take cash payment. If you delay to tako delivery, yor will 
havo to pay the Custom House. ‘The earnest-moncy of this is 300 rupees only, 

` “Brr Mapnusopan Koxpv. 
“Sar Paxcu Oowrm Kundu. 


ge 


“ I have received the earnest-money of this Chittec, Co.’s rupees 300 only Fima, 
Date 16th Jaightg, By the pey of Sri Khetranath Baneijea, 
z ` 2—G 
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“I have had the translations revised, aud this is how they now stand. These three 
documents are in form complete, and there are material differences between them; 
but nothing arises upon these, because it is not contended in this case, that there 
was not a binding contract of some kind; and so far as any defence has been taken 
to this suit, I think the language of all three may be reconciled. 

“Tt appears that the plaintiff, about this time, was importing Sulphur from England 
hrough Messrs. George, Henderson, and Co.; and what in substance he contracted 
to do was to sell to defendant, who contracted to buy the quantity of Sulphur, 
at the price mentioned, the weighment to be 80 days after landing. In all, three 
contracts. It is said the goods are to be imported per ‘Michael Angelo.’ The 
plaintiff at tho time expected to get goods by her, but he did not do go; he got 
1,800 or 1,400 by the ‘Evangeline, nand 700 or 800 by the,‘ Remington,’ but 
none by the ‘Michael Angelo,’ which came laden with Sulphur, but not to the 
plaintiff. Part of what came by the ‘Evangeline’ he sold to others; the remain- 
der, with that by the ‘Remington,’ was sufficient to satiafy the contract. All 
the sulphur was of the same quality, and was of the kind contracted for. Indeed, it 
was proved that there was in the market but one quality of Mugi Sulphar. 

“The ‘Michael Angelo’ arrived on the 10th September, and her Sulphur was 
landed between the 22nd September and 10th October. That by the ‘Remington’ 
was landed on the 16th and 17th, and 1 barrel on the 21st., The Evangeline’ 
landed her goods somewhat earlier, and it was clear on the evidence that notice 
that the Sulphur was ready was given to the broker, certainly not later than the 
20th October. It is sworn that that notico was delivered by the broker to tho 
defendant. That is denied by defendant, but it is immaterial, as a witness called 
by the defendant himself, who is not contradicted, snys that notice to broker, where 
a broker is employed, is always considered as sufficient, I may take it for the purposes 
of this case, therefore, that there was notice to the defendant that the plaintiff 
was rendy to deliver not later than the 20th October. Mr. Branson took two 
other objections: 1s¢, that undex this contract, plaintiffs were bound to be ready to 
deliver in 80 days from 10th September, the date when the ‘Michael Angelo’ arrived. 
If that be the true construction of the contract, I should be bound to find that they 
were not ready; bat it appears to me that that construction cannot be supported. 
The words are ‘30 days after landing ;’ I am at a loss to see how that can be construed 
“30 days after arrival of the vessel.’ It is true, plaintiff saya in his plaint, that 
the goods contracted for were to be delivered in 80 days after the arrival at Calcutta 
of the ship ‘ Michael Angelo,’ but the defendant has put in issue the terms of 
the eontract, and I am bound by the words of the documents, and not of the 
plaintiff. I referred to the original, and the words are ‘land bad’ a curious 
expression, but I have no doubt it means the landingof the goods. The other 
contention of Mr. Branson is, that plaintiff was bound to deliver Sulphur brought 
from England by the ‘Michael Angelo,’ aud that the defendant was bound to 
accept no other Sulphur; but I think that contention is wrong. The only object that 
I can discover of inserting the name of a ship was to fix the time from which 
date of delivery was to be calculated; and if within that time plaintiff was ready, 
willing, and able to deliver Sulphur of the kind and quantity contracted for, that 
was sufficient whether the Sulphur came by the ‘Michael Angelo’ or not. Defend- 
ant could assign no other reason for making it imperative to deliver Sulphur bronght 
by the ‘Michael Augele,’ No native deakrin his senses would bind deimmelf to deliver 
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goods arriving by a particular ship. A native dealer has such imperfect commu- 1868 
nication with England, that it would be most imprudent for him to make such a giorr Noris 
contract. Tho words appear a little differently in the document; but in all, they oF Cases. 
are words of mere description, and do not imply any warranty or any other condi- 
tion. I think I went to the very verge in admitting the ovidence that this is a 
customary clauso in Calcutta, and is nndorstood to fix the seller to deliver goods by 
a particular ship. But the witness entirely failed to convince me the custom 
existed. He diffored from defendant, who said that if the goods did not arrivo, 
the contract terminated. Baboo Durgacharan Law, if he proved anything, proved 
that the purchaser could insist on delivery, but not the seller. On all three objec- 
tions taken by Mr. Branson, I think he has failed. Then comes the question of 
damages, but the evidenco is very unsatisfactoiy as usual. I have no doubt the 
market, was falling, and I must estimate the damago as best I can. After giving 
defendant credit for the rnpcos 300 deposited in Court, I think the plaintiff is entitled 
to recover Rs. 1,000, and there will be a decree in his favor for 1,000 Rs., with 6 per cent. 
fiom decree. Costs on scale 2.”—Por Markby, J., Madhusudan Kundu v, Biharilal. 
e 10th September, 1868, 





7 ada a ai TS, 


Hixou Wipow—Markrenaxos.—This was a suit by a Hinda widow to obtain 
a monthly allowance, as maintenance, from the brothers of her deceased hnsband, 
the family property having descended to tho possession sof the snid brotbors 

The Moonsiff declared the plaintiff entitled to a right of snbsistence from the 
said brothers, on condition that she returned to and resided with them as a member 
of the family. ‘The Principal Sudder Ameen, on appeal, decreed to the plaintiff a 
monthly allowance in money, considering that it was immaterial whether the plain- 
tiff 1esided with hor husbaud’s family or not. In special appeal, held, that under the 
ruling in Khetramani Dasi v. Kashinath Das (1), tho decision of the Principal 
Budder Amecu could not bo sustained—Por Kemp and Æ. Jackson, JJ., Uma- 
charan Chowdry v. Nitambin Debi, Special Appeal, No. 1213 of 1868, from 
Hooghly. 9th Noveimbor 1868. 


AoT X. or 1859—Wirnprawat or Surm.—“ In this case the plaintiffs are the 
special appellants. It seams that they sued the defendants in tho Collcctor’s Court, 
to recover from them certain alleged arrears of rent. On the day appointed for 
trial, tho plaintiffs’ mooktear applied to the Court for permission to withdraw the 
suit. The Doputy Collector refused to grant this application, considering that he 
had no power to do so; and as tho plaintiffs declined to offer auy evidence, he pro- 
ceoded with the trial by taking tho testimony of the principal dofendant. The 
record, indeed, discloses reason for supposing that the plaintiffs were not present, 
either in person or by attorney, when the case was called on, and that the Deputy 
Collector, consequently, dealing with it as if it were properly governed by section 
55 of Act X. of 1859, was actually engaged in taking the doposition of the 
defendant, when the plaintiffs’ mooktear camo in to make the application which I 
have mentioned. Bo this, however, as it may, the Deputy Collector, after 1efusing 
his permission for the withdrawal of the sut, eventually ordered ‘ that, agreeably 
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to the admission of the defendant, an amended decree be passed in favour of the 


oy Cases. 10 krants, withont costs or interest.” Against this decree the plaintiffs appealed, 


and the Judge dismissed the appeal. 

“On the facts which I havo set ont, it appears to me that both the lower Courts 
came to conclusions which were erroneous in Inw. The claim which the plaintiff 
in any suit makes against the defendant, together with the collateral question as 
to the liability to pay the costs of the litigation, constitutes generally the wholo 
matter, which the Oourt has to dotermiine by ite decision. If the claim be with- 
drawn, of course nothing but the question of costs remains, Now, the preferring 
of the claim ig clearly a volantary act on the part of the plaintiff; he need not 
put it forward unless he likes. But having put it forward, and having once asked 
the Court to decide upon it as between himself and the defendant, must he persist 
in it until a jadicial decision is arrived at, even though he himself sess that it is 
not maintaiable, or for any other reason is desirous of giving it up? It is argued 
very forcibly on the part of-the respondents that, at any rate, if the plaintiff has 
porsisted ın his claim up till the day of trial, the interests of justice required that 
he shonjt vot be allowed, at that late hour, after having perhaps harassed his 
adversary to the utmost, to evade a final decision by withdrawing his claim. I do not 
think, however, that considerations of this kind alone, in the abgoncé of legislative 
eunctment, afford the defendant any equitable right to have, as against the plaintiff, 
n control over thé suit. Ifo can only look to an award of costs in his favour for 
compensation ‘in respect of the charges which he has beon at. It seems to me that, 
except so far as any Act of Legislature rulcs to the contrary, a plaintiff is by the 
naturo of the case, free at nny moment from the time of instituting his suit until 
that of the decree boing made, which judicially determines the ments of his claim, 
to withdraw that claim from the consideration of the Conrt, and to say that he no 
longer desiies to ask for any decision upon it. And I think that, in the event of 
his doing so, whether the defendant consents thereto or not, the Court is immediate- 
ly deprived of authority furthor to entertain the claim, and should then confine 
itself solely to the question of costs. 

“Tt is admitted that Act X of 1859 contains nothing to provent a plaintiff from 


l withdrawing his suit at auy time, if he otherwise has the power to do so. And 


even section 97 of Act VILL of 1859, which, according to a ruling of a Full 
Bench, in Doyal Chandra Ghose v. Dwarkunath Misser (1), does not apply to the 
Collector’s Court, only prescribes that a withdrawal of the suit shall be a bar to the 
plaintiffs’ bringing a fresh suit for the same cause, unless the withdiawal were 
accompanied by permission of Conrt to that effect; it does not limit the plaintiffs’ 
power of withdrawal. In short, no enactment has been shown to us which purports 
to fetter a plaintiff’s discretion in regard to maintaining his suit. 

“ On tho whole, therefore, I am of opinion that the Deputy Collector was wrong in 
law when he refused to permit the plaintiff to withdraw his snit. It appears to me 
that the decrees of both the , lower Courts should be reversed, and the order made 
that the plaintiffs be allowed to withdiaw their suit. The plaintiffs, appellants, 
must pay the defendants, respondents, their costs in the first Court, but the 
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respondents must pay the appellanta their costs in this Court and in the lower Appel- 1868 
late Court.’—Per Phear and Hobhouse, JJ., Ramcharan Bysack o. Mrs. R, Harvey, Shox Nora 
Special Appeal, No. 1542 of 1868, from Backergunge. 16th November 1868. “or (ABES, 


MESNE Prorrrs—Junispiorron—Court or SMALL Oauszs.—A suit was brought 
in the Court of the Principal Sudder Ameen of East Burdwan, for recovery of 
Rs. 133-7-10 for mesne profits, from the defendant, in respect of certain properties 
covered by a decroe, which was passed in favor of the plaintiffs’ ancestor, for the 
period during which he was out of possession. 

In special appeal, it was objected by the respondent that under section 27, Act 
XXII. of 1861, a special appeal would not lie, because tho damage or demand for 
which the suit was originally instituted did not exceed Rs. 500. Per Macpherson, J. 
(Bayley, J, concurring) —I think that the contention is sound, and that the suit is 
cognizable by a Small Cause Oourt; and, therefore, no special appeal will lie, ‘Tho 
snit is for mesne profits only; no question of title or right arising init, That 
being so, it is a suit for damages within the meaning of section 6 of Act XI. of 
1865, and 18 cognizable by the Small Oause Court. The appeal is dismissed with 
costs.—Per Bayley and Macpherson, JJ., Srimati Ram Pymi Debi and Hari Narayan 
Baneijee v. Dimanath Mookerjee, Special Appeal, No. 782 of 1868, from East 
Burdwan. 17th November, 1868. 


Rgemuanp—AppitioxaL Evrpence—Aor VII. oF 1859, s. 852.—" In this case 
the lower Appellate Comt remanded the suit to the Comt of first instance, 
with a direction that it should take fiesh evidence, and upon the evidenco 
80 taken, together with that already on the record, should try the matter iu 
question between the paties over again. It is clear to us that this iemand order 
is contrary to the enactinent contained in section 352 of the Civil Procedwe Code, 
fo. the first Court had not disposed of the case upon the preliminary point. It 
hid determined ıt upon its merits ; and the Court of first instance omitted to try 
an issne or to dotermine a question of fact which the Appellate Court thought 
essential to the right determination of the snit upon the merits; and the evidence 
upon the record was not sufficient to enable the Appellate Comt to determine such 
issuo or question of fact; then, no doubt, ander the provisions of section 354, the 
Appellate Court might have framed the requiiod issne or issues, and referred the 
same to the lower Oourt for trial; and the lower Court would have been bound to 
return to the lower Appellate Conrt its finding thereon, together with the evidence, 
But that did not occur in this case. Indced, there does not seem to be the slightest 
ground for suggesting that the lower Court omitted to try any issue or to 
detei mine any qnestion of fact which was essential to the merits of the suit 

“ Again, had the lower Conrt, for good reason, thought it necessary to have belore 
it additional evidence, 1t might have taken tho necessary steps ander section 355 of 
the Civil Procedure Code, for the purpose of procuring that evidence, provided that it 
at tho same time recorded its reasons for iequiring if. This again did not occu ; 
and under no other circumstances than those to which I have referred, as we nnderstand 
the Civil Procedure Code, could the lower Appellate “Comt rightly direct that 
the parties to the suit should furnish evidence in addition to that which was alicady 
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1868 on the record. It seems to us, therefore, perfectly clear that the remand order of 
Suni Nonna the lower Appellate Court was not made in accordance with any of the provisions , 
or Cases,’ of the Civil Procedure Code, and indeed that it is one directly in opposition to the 

express terms of section 352. It was, therefore, illegal that we are bound to direct 
that it be set aside. It follows that, inasmuch as the decision of the lower Appel- 
late Court, which has come up to us on special appeal, was mainly founded upon the 
evidence which was procured under the remand order, the judgment of the lower f 
Appellate Court is bad, and must be reversed. 

“ Accordingly, we decree the appeal, and 1everse the decision of the lower Appel- i 
lato Court, and also the order of remand; and we further remand the case to the t 
lower Appellate Court for re-trial on its merits, upon the evidence which is on the } 
record, excepting so much of it as was returned from the lower Court upon the of 
order of remand. The special appellant must have his costs incurred in the lower 
Court upon the trial on remand. Costs of the lower Appellate Qourt, and the costs 
of this Court will abide the event of the new trial.”’—Per Phear and Hobhouse, JJ., i 
Mahesh Chandra Das v. Madhab Ohandra Sirdar, Special Appeal, No. 2088 of : 
1868, from the 24-Pergunnas. 21st November 1868. É r 


ARBITRATION —Acr VIIL oF 1859, s. 816.—A suit for an account was 
referred to the arbitration of three arbitratora. They made, in the first instance, 
an unanimous award. That award, however, did not carry, as it should 
have done, the account down to 7th September 1866, but stopped at April 1863. 
The arbitrators were directed to complete their award by carrying on the adjust- 
ment to the latter date. Two out of the three arbitrators agreed in their award, and 
signed and submitted it to the Court. The thid dissented, and did not sign the 
award of the majority, but submitted a separate memorandum signed by himself - 
for a smaller amount This was on the 13th March 1867. On the 26th March 
1867, paper of objection was filed by the special respondent, urging that there had 
been enly an award of a majority of two; and that in the formin which the award 
was submitted, it was illegal. 

The first Court, taking the same issues on which the order of reference was made 
to the arbitrators, went fully into the case, and gave independent reasons for coming 
to the same conclusion as the arbitratora, on the very evidence upon which they 
had already proceeded, The first Conrt so adjudicating the case, decreed against 
the special respondent, 

On this the defendant appealed to the Judge, urging, inter aha, that the order of 
reference did not, as it ought to have done, contain any ‘allusion to the course 
specified in section 316 of Act VII. of 1859, as necessary to be followed in case of > 
there being a difference of opinion among the arbitrators. 

The Judge held, that an appeal would lie, inssmach as the first Court had given 
its own reasons for itsjudgment, and because such a judgment was, in ordinary 
course, open to appeal to him. The Judge, on the morits, decided in favour of the 
defendant (appellant). 

Tho plaintiff appealed specially. Held, the first Court, on the 27th March 1867, 
should have ordered that the arbitrators, in case of any difference of opinion among 


hemselves, should have tho power to appoint an umpire; or that the first Court 
oe 
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parties charged was a boy supposed by the Magistrate to be about 8 years old; and 
he, therefore, without going into the evidence for the complainant, considered the 
complaint frivolous, discharged the accused, and fined the complainant under the 
provisions of section 270, Criminal Code of Procedure. Even if tho charge could 
not be sustained against the boy, it might have been against the other parties. It 
is quite possible that a boy of 8 or 10 years might, from the love of mischief, or 
fun, or from the’ example or directions of his elders, join with them in assaulting 
a person, but it would be no reason for dismissing a cage or holding the complaint 
to he frivolons or vexatious, because onc of the assnilants was a child. We think 
the order imposing a fine should be set aside. s 

The Magistrate considers that he was justified in dismissing the case without 
hearing tho evidence, and that even if there were no trial, he had authority to impose 
a fine under the provisions of section 270. A Magistrate has certainly authority” 
to dismiss a complaint under the provisions of section 67, before issuing a sammons 
for the attendance of the accused; but when the parties charged are in attendance 
as well as the complainant and his witnesses, it appears to us that the Magistrate 
is bound to follow the procedure laid down in sections 265 and 266, and cannot 
dismiss the complaint, without hearing the evidence. The Magistrate’s order dis- 
missing the complaint should also, I think, be set aside; and the complainant bo 
allowed to prosecute the charge, if so minded. Per Loch and Glover, JJ., Bilash 
v, Makroo. Reference from the Sessions Judge of Rongpore. 11th December 1863. 


Res Joproata—Act VIIL or 1859, 8, 2—Mxrane Prorrrs,—‘ This is a» suit 
for wasilat. The respondents take the objection that the suit is bad, under section'2 
of Act VIII. of 1859, and ought to be dismissed altogether, upon the ground 
that in the plaint, which was filed in the suit under which the appellant obtained 
possession of the property, the mosne profits of which he now claims, there was 
a prayer for wasilat. It is conteuded that, as the plaint in former suit asked for 
wasilat, and the decree gave only possession, and did not allude in any way to tho 
prayer for wasilat, it must be taken that, as rogarda the latter, that suit was dismissed, 
It should be added that the appellant having been declared by the High Comt to 
bo entitled to a decree for possession, he subsequently applicd for a review of Judg- 
ment; and that at the hearing of the npplication for review (but not on the 
written grounds which were filed in support of the application) it was urged that 
the question of wasilat onght to have been disposed of. The High Court expressed 
an opinion that it was toolate thon toenter into any question of wasilat, and that, 
if there was any such defect as alleged, the appellant might (if so advised) apply to 
the Court of first instance. The appellant did therenpon apply (by petition 
in the conrse of proceedings which were taken for executing tho decree) ‘to the 
lower Court, but that Court held that the application ought to be made by way of 
review of the original judgment, and not by a mere summary petition. No 
further step was taken in the matter until the present suit was instituted. 


“ We find that no allusion to the question of wasilat was ever made by any of the 


parties or by the Oourt, save and except the mention of it in the pluint, and what 
passed on the application made to the High Court for review, and subsequently 
before the Judge of the zilla, wasilat was nover treated as one of the matters 
at issue in the snit, and the right to recover it has not been decided one way or 
other by any Comi. Under the circumstances, we think it impossible to say that 
the cause of action in the present suit ia one which has been “ heard and determined” 
in a former suit, within tho meaning of section 2of Act VII. of 1858; and, 
therefore, we sce no reason why the Court should not take cognizance of the present 
suit—Per Bayley and Macpherson, JJ., Baboo Ganri Baijnathprasad v Budhu 
Sing, Regular Appeal, No. 140 of 1868, from Gya, 21st Decomber 1868.. 
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APPENDIX. > 
Before Mr. Justice Loch and lr. Justice Glover. - 


NURUNNISSA (Derenvanr)v, BIBI ROUSHAN JAN (Piamvrivr.)* 
' Bond—Parties, - 


- 


A, B, and C were uterme brothors, Mohammedans, to whom jointly a sum of money was 
due on a bond. A, the elder brother, sued the debtor for recovery of the debt, and after suo- 
cessfully resisting the claim of B's widow to be madea party to the suit, obtamed a decree for | 
the principal, and interest to the date of decree, together with subsequent interest and costs, ; 
A realised the decree for the principal and interest to the date of deces only. B's widow; 

.-on behalf of herself and two minor sons, sued A for the share of the decretal monies which 
belonged to her husband’s estate. She 1efused to jon her daughters as parties, Held, that 
she was entitled to recover o third share of the amount realised under A’s decree, nunus the 
share of her two daughters. 


Tars was a suit to recover Rupees 6,927-13-7, the third part of a bond 
debt alleged to be due by one Kurban Ali to three uteriue brothers, forming 
a joint family, named Ala Baksh, Kadir, and Iahi; and on which a decree 
had been obtained, and execution taken out, by Ala Baksh, the elder brother, 
and managing member, after a separation had taken place among the brothers. 

_ The plaintiff was the widow of the second brother Kadir, and she, on her 
own behalf, and on behalf of two minor sons of Kadir, sued for the share of 
the decretal monies, which belonged to her husband's estate. 

The sum decreed to Ala Baksh, and obtained by, him in execution, was 
Rupees 12,919. This was exclusive ‘of costs and interest subsequent to 
decree, the amount of which did not appear to have been realised from the 
estate of the judgment-debtor. 

Plaintiff had applied to be made a party to the suit by Ala Baksh, but her 
claim was rejected at the instance of Ala Baksh, and she was referred toa 
separate suit. Under these circumstances, the lower Court thought plaintiff 
was entitled to sue for a third of the whole debt, even though only part had 
been realised, because if any part of the debt were not recovered, this was 
presumably due to defendant's proceedings who had excluded plaintiff from 
exercising any control over his proceedings in that suit. 

It appeared further that, besides the tivo sons whom plaintiff had joined with 
her in the present suit, she had two daughters who were not made parties. 
Defendants objected tiat they were material parties, and the plaint was invalid 
asit stood. The lower Court, however, held, that they were not material parties. 


* Regular Appeal No. 142 of 1868, from a decree of the Subordinate Judge of Zilla 
eah. 
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1868 There was, practically, no defence on the merits in the Court below, and the 
- Nuruxnrsaa Principal Sudder Ameen gave the plaintif a decree for the whole amount 


Brer Rovanan claimed. 
Jan. The defendant appealed. 


Two objections were taken in appeal—1 sé, that the plaintiff could not maintain 

` this action in its present shape—Qndly, that in any case she was only entitled to 

a share of the decretal money actually recovered, and that only in proportion to 
her own and her minor son’s shares. 


Mr. C. Gregory for appellant. 
Mr. R. T. Allan and Munshi Mohammed Yusaf for respondent., 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Guover, J. (After stating the facts, continued) :—The first objection appears 
to us untenable. It is clear from the record, that the plaintiff did endeavour 
F to be made a party to the original suit against Kurban Ali, under section 73 of 
Act VIO. of 1859, and failing in that, her only course was to do as she now has 
done, and to sue for her share of the money received under the decree. She 
might, no doubt, as insisted upon by the appellant, have brought the suit to 
have herself declared a sharer in the decree; but as the principal of the debt 
under the decree has been renlised by the sale of the debtor's. property, her 
present form of nction raises all the necessary issues between the parties, and 
gives the defendant every opportunity of refuting her claim to partnership ; 
and we think the objection raised to the form of action is merely technical. 
As to the cause of action not having accrued, because the decretal money , had 
not been all paid, it appears that the entire sam due on Kurban Ali’s bond, 
together with the pennl-interest of Rupees 2-4 per cent. per mensem, up to 
date of decree, has been recovered; and that the only balance is for interest 
subsequent to decree and costs. So that the plaintiff's cause of action, quoad 
the bond, has fully and completely accrued; but even were it otherwise, we 
think that, under the circumstances of the case, the plaintiff would be entitled 
to maintain an action for a share of such sums as had been recovered under 
the decree, inasmach as she had been prevented by the defendant from being 
included amongst the original parties to the suit. 

With regard to the 2nd objection, we think that the plaintiff can only recover 
her share of the monies actually recovered, and cannot insist on the defendant's 
paying her what they may never get from the judgment-debtor's estate; should 
any thing be hereafter realized in the shape of costs, the plaintiff will be entitled 
to share therein, but not until then. 

x * We have, moreover, no doubt that, in this case, she gan only recover to the 
extent she has declared herself interested; and that the share of her two 
daughters, who have not been made parties to the suit, cannot be added to her 
own and that of her two sons who have been made parties. The plaintiff, we 
observe, had every opportunity given her of making her daughters co-plaintifis , 
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but deliberately refused to do s0 on account of a possibility of having to pay 


are minors, married or unmarried. 

The Subordinate Judge's decree will, therefore, be nmended. The plaintiff 
will recover a third share of the amount collected under Ala Baksh's decree, 
minus the share of her two daughters, which amount will be ascertained and 
determined in the execution of this decree. The amount so recovered from 
the plaintiff will be returned to the Collector, and added to the sum already in 
deposit on account of Ala Baksh’s decree. The costs of this appeal will be 
assessed proportionately. 


Before Mr. Justice L. 8. Jackson and Alr. Justice Mitter. 


BARAT CHANDRA ROY KANUNGO (Puarstirr) v. Tae COLLECTOR OF 
CHITTAGONG (DEFENDsNT).* 
Evidenoe—Local Enquiry by Ameen. 
The report of an Ameen and evidence recorded on a local enquiry are evidence in the suit, 
and there is no legal objection to the parties to the suit agieemmg that the evidence should be 
taken before tho Ameen, and that the matters in dispute should be referred to him for enquiry, 


Baboos Chandra Madhab Ghose and Srinath Banerjee for appellant. 
Baboo Jagadanand Mookerjee for respondent. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Jackson, J.—The decision of the lower Appellate Court is clearly erroneous, 
Plaintiff sued to recover possession of some landa from which he had been 
dispossessed in execution of a decree made in favor of the defendant against 
a third person, under section 15 of Act XIV of 1859. In the course of the 
proceedings, the plaintiff filed a list of witnesses which is tantamount to an 
application for summons, and by order of the Court an Ameen was deputed 
to hold a local enquiry, and report. 

Tt seems that the main point in dispute yas, whether that which the plaintif 
sues to recover was really land or water. Witnesses were not summoned, and, 
consequently, no oral evidence was taken by the Court; But the Ameen ex- 
amined witnesses on the spot, and made a report which was taken into consider- 
ation by the Court. On that report, and on certain papers put in by plaintiff, 
the Sudder Ameen gave him a decree. 

The Judge in his decision says, “ The Sudder Ameen ordered a local enquiry 
“ before examining any witnesses in the Court, and it appears he examined none 
“at all in Court at any time. This was not a proper course. Plaintiff raised 
“no objection kawates nor did his Counsel in appeal until this Court pointed 
“ out the omission.” 


`œ Special Appeal, No. 866 of 1868. from a decree of the Additional Judge of Chittagong 
Feversmg A depiep of the Sudder Ameen of that dist ict. 
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“their costs, and she must take the consequence of her own laches. Moreover, Nonunxissa 
the Court has no knowledge as to the status of these ladies whether or no they pipt Rovendx 
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Now, undoubtedly, in disputed cases of title, it is advisable that the witnesses 


Sarar Onax- Who are to prove the defendant's or the plaintifi's case should be examined in 


DRA Roy Ka- 


XUNGO 


v. 
THR. CoLLEo- 
TOR OF 


CHITTAGONG. the Ameen, 


open Court. At the same time the report of an Ameen and the evidence record- 
ed ona local enquiry by an Ameen, are evidence, and, if, 23 we can gather in 
this case, the parties choose to agree that the evidence shall be taken before 
and that the matters in dispute shali be referred to an Ameen for 
enquiry, there is no legal objection to such a course, and the Judge ought, 
therefore, in this case to have referred to the evidence taken by the Ameen and 
also to his report, and if he thought that the witnesses named by the plaintiff 
ought to have been exmained in Court, he should have sent the case back to 
the Sudder Ameen with directions accordingly. We, therefore, reverse the order 
passed by the Additional Judge on this appeal, and remand the case to. his 
Court, in order that it may be retried as directed. 


Before Mr. Justice L. 5. Jackson and Mr. Justice Glover. 


_ HARISH CHANDRA CHUCKERBUTTY (Derexpaxt) v. TARA CHAND 
SHAHA (PLAINTITF.)* 


, Evidence—Depositions. 


Depositions of witnesses in a forme: suit are not admissible in evidence when those 
witnesses are living, and their oral evidence is procnrable. 


Baboo Umesh Chandra Banerjee for appellant. 
Baboo Girija Sankar Mozoomdar for respondent. 


Jackson, J.—I think that the plaintiff did not give the evidence in this 


* „ease which could entitle him to a verdict. He alleged that defendant had 


brought against him a false and malicious charge, and he, therefore, sued for 
damages, the facts alleged being that the defendant had laid information 
before the Police respecting a theft stated to have been committed in his 
house, which had caused the Police to search the house of the plaintiff; that 
on such search, property was found, which the defendant claimed ns his, and 
„Stated that it had been stolen from his house; that, in fact, the property in 
question had” been previously pledged by the defendant to the plaintiff; and 
that, in consequence of such pledge being established to the satisfaction of 
the Magistrate, plaintiff was, accordingly, discharged, and the property:restored 
to him. If those facts had been proved in the Civil Court as alleged, there 
can be no doubt that the Court might have justly inferred malice, and have 
given plaintiff a decree. It seems that the plaintiff gave no evidence of the 
facts which were relied upon as raising the presumption of malice, and did 
not. prove the previous pledge, but scems to have adduced, for the purpose 
of proving the principal facts, copies of the proceeding before the Magis- 


* Special Appeal, No. 1858 of 1888, from a decree of the Subordinate Judge of Furreed- 


peor, in Dacca, reversing a decree of the Moonsiff of that District. — 


w Reronts, 


nr, 1868. 
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trate in particular. Copies of the depositions of two witnesses before the 


1868 


Magistrate, who deposed to the pledging of those articles, were produced as Hanrsit t mAN- 
evidence in the Civil Court, but the witnesses being still alive, those copies of ?®4 CnyoreR- 


the depositions were not admissible. Plaintif ought to have produced those À 


witnesses to prove the fact. Plaintiff, therefore, did not support his case by 
proper evidence in the Court below. 

We are asked by the respondent to remit the case to lower Court in order 
that plaintiff may have an opportunity of giving further evidence. I do not 
think that we ought to do so. This was a suit for damages, and the plaintiff 
ought to have made out his case at the trial. 

I think that the appeal must be decreed, and the judgment of oe 
Sudder Ameen must be reversed with costs. 


Gxover, J.—I1 concur. = 


Before Mr. Justice L. 8. Jackson and Mr. Justice Glover. 


MUKTAKESH DEBI CHOWDBRAIN (Pratnttrr) v. SAJED SHEIKH 
AND ANOTHER (DEFENDANTS, )* 


Act X. of 1859, s. 17, c. 8. 


When a zemindar sued a ryot for enhancement of rent, on the ground that he was holding 
more land than he paid for, the land in excess not being included in any potta which had 
been granted to the ryot, but was within his “ jote,” Held, that the zemindar could properly 
sue for enhancement of reut under Act X. of 1859, section 17, clanse 8, and the Court would’ 
grant such relief, notwithstanding that the plaint also asked that execution of a kabulat 
might be ordered after determining the rate of rent. 


Baboo Mohini Mohan Roy for appellant. 
Baboo Anand Gopal Palit for respondent. 
The jadgment of the Court was delivered by 


Jacxsox, J.—This was a suit by the zemindar, against the defendant, who 
held certain jotes under him, praying the Court to fix an enhanced rate of rent, 
upon the ground that the defendant was holding more land than he paid for, 
and to order defendant to execute a kabulint at such rate. The Judge 
considered that the defendants must be regarded as a trespasser in respect of the 
excess land, inasmuch as the land was not included in any potta granted to 
him; and he, the Judge, therefore, thought the suit would riot lie, and dissmissed 
it in toto. 

I think that the Judge was mistaken in considering that the suit fell within 
the ruling in Rashum Bibi’s case (1), where it was held that a ryot occupying 
land not included within thelimits of the jote or holding, must be looked upon 

* Special Appeal, No. 2096 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Beerbhoom, reversing 
2 decree of the Deputy Collector of that district. 


(1) 6 W. R, Aot X. Rul, 57. 
e o 
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1868 as n trespasser in respect of such land, and that a suit to enhance would not 
“Moxraxsans lie. It is clear that when the land lies within the limits of the jote, and the 
Dipi CROWS zemindar sues for enhancement, on that ground, the case clearly falls within 
v. the provisions of clause 3, section 17, Act X of 1859. 
BarepSurrk. The case must go back to the Judge, in order that he may ¢ determine 
whether the land actually had been held ji the defendant, and to assess fair 
and equitable rates. 
Then it is contended that as this is a suit for a kabuleut, the suit ought to 
- have been dismissed. This, however, was not purely a suit for a kabuliat, but f; 
the Court was asked to order the execution of a krbuliat after determining 
the rate of rent. We think, therefore, that the Court was at liberty to comply 
with that portion of the plaint which asked for the ascertainment of a fair and a 


equitable rate, without granting a kabuliat. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Macpherson, 


KASIMUNNISSA BIBI AND OTHERS (DEFENDANTS) v. HORANNISSA BIBI, 

Dec. 17. (Pusrnriurr).* 

Mortgage—Lieon—Decree. 

A executed in favour of B a simple mortgage of certain property. He afterwards 
executed in favour of Ca mortgage by bye-bil-wafa, or conditional sale, of the same property , 
C obtained a decree for foreclosure, and got possession thereunder. B then obtained a 
money decree against A, and in execution seized and sold and became the purchaser of the 
said property, and was put into possession of ıt. On C suing B to recover possession, B 
claimed to be entatled to hold the property by reason of the’ prior lien which he had 
under the simple mortgage. Held, that as B had only got a money decree and no declar- 
ation | of his mghts as mortgagee, he could not set up a prior lien against C, 

Ix 1859, one Momtaz Hossein executed a tamassook, or bond, thereby 
pledging certain property, the subject of the present suit, in favor of the 
defendants. Sometime afterwards the plaintiff, in consideration of a sum of 
money advanced by them, obtained from the said Momtaz Hossein a bye-bil- 
wafa, or bill of conditional sale, of the property so pledged to the defendants. 
The plaintiff obtained a decree for foreclosure against Momtaz Hossein, and 
obtained possession of the property. 

The defendant brought a suit for recovery of the amount advanced by 
him to Momtaz Hossein, and obtained a decree for recovery of the debt due 
to him. In execution of this decree they caused the property in dispute to be 
sold, and having purchased the same, was put into possession thereof. 

Ihe plaintiff instituted this suit for recovery of possession of the property. 

The defendants set up thatas they had a prior lien upon the property in 
dispute, they were entitled to hold the same against the plaintiff. 

* Special Appeal, No. 1200 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of East Burdwan, affirmmg 


a decree of the Sudder Ameen of that District. 
. o 
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The Sudder Ameen passed n decreein favor of the plaintif, which was 
affirmed by the Judge on appeal. 
The defendants appealed to the High Court. 


Mr. C. Gregory and Baboo Ambika Charan Banerjee for appellants. 
Baboo Bama Charan Banerjee for respondent. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Macrnarson, J.—We think this appeal ought to be dismissed with costs. 
We do not, however, concur in all that is said by the lower Appellate Court, 
because we think that if the appellants really held a simple mortgage of this 
property as alleged, they might have obtained a decree declaring their right 
as mortgageds, and their right to have the lands sold in execution of the 
decree free from all incumbrances accruing subsequent to the date of the 
mortgage. But the mortgagees got no such decree. They got a simple decree 
for money; and in execution of that decree they had the property sold, and 
themselves became the purchasers of it. Thereupon they ejected the plaintiffs 
(respondents) who were entire strangers to their decree ; and when the plaintiffs 
sued to recover possession, the appellants opposed them upon the ground 
that although they (the appellants) had not got a decree establishing their 
lien or declaring the property to be subject to it at the time that the property 
was sold in execution, still in fact they had a lien on it by reason of its being 
hypothecated to them by a simple mortgage, and, therefore, the plaintiff ought 
not to be allowed to recover possession. 

We have no doubt that if a mortgagee who holds a simple mortgage bond 
wishes to sell the property so as to get the full benefit of his mortgage, he 
must get a distinct declaration from the Court of his rights over the property 
ag mortgagee, as well as a decree for its sale. This was decided by a Full 
Bench in the case of Gopeenuth Singh v. Sheo Sahoy Singh (1). If a mort- 

' gagee sells the property without having obtained such a declaration, he cannot 
get the full benefit of his mortgage, by setting up a plea of lien, if he has 
become the purchaser under his own decree, and has contrived to get himself 
put into actual possession. If the course contended for could be followed, a 
third party, such as the plaintiffs in the present case, would be exposed to 
what might be a very great hardship. For he would be deprived of what is 
otherwise his undoubted right, 1. e. the option of satisfying the decree rather 
than having the property sold in execution. The view we now express 
accords with the decision of the Full Bench I have already referred to, and also 
with a decision, Golakmani Debi v. Ramsundar Chuckerbuity (2). 

We think the appeal ought to be dismissed with costa. 


(1) Case No. 2809 of 1883, 14th Dec. (2) 9 W. R., 82 
1864. oz 
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Before Mr. Justice L. 8. Jackson and Mr. Justice E, Jackson, 


SHIU DAYAL PURI AND ANOTHER (DEFENDANTS) v., THAKUR MATIABIR 
PRASAD (Puamntirs.)+ 


Evidence of Mokurruri Title. 


Mere proof of possession for more than 12 years ‘does not amount to proof of a mokur- 
ruri title. ‘ 

_Baboos Chandra Madhab Ghose and Ramesh Chandra Mutter for appel- 
lants. s 


- 


Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee, Mahesh Chandra Chowdhry, Purna Chan- 
dra Shome, ind Mohini Mohan Moy for respondents. 


i Ls. Jacxsor, J.—The plaintiff in this case alleged that he held a mokurrari 
tenure of the lands in dispute under the party from whom the defendant, Shiu 
Charan, had purchased, and under the defendant, Shiu Dayal; and that having 
brought a suit in the Revenue Court against the defendants for damages on 
account of an alleged injury to his crops committed by them, he had been 
found by the Revenue Court not to be in possession ; and that, consequently, by 
reason of that decision, and on the date of the decision, he had been disposs- 
essed ; he, therefore, asked the Court to adjudicate upon his mokururee title, 
and re-place him in possession. 

The lower Appellate Court seems to me to have distinctly found that the 
alleged mokurureo title of the plaintiff was not proved, but having allowed 
the plaintiff an opportunity of adducing further evidence on the question of pos- 
session, and the plaintiff having giving such evidence, the Judge considered that 
possession for more than 12 years had been made out on the plaintiff's part; 
and, therefore, on the ground simply of his possession, affirmed the decree which 
the-plaintiff had obtained. ‘I'he contention before us in special appeal is that, 


` under the circumstances of this cage, mere proof of possession is not sufficient to 


entitle the plaintiff to a verdict. 
For the respondent it is urged that, in the first place, there was evidence, 


‘ and conclusive evidence in favor of the plaintiff as to his mokururee right, 


and that no objection to the finding of the Court below on that point has 
been tendered ; but also xt is urged that proof of possession was sufficient. 

As to the so-called conclusive evidence regarding the plaintiff's mokurruri 
it appears to me that it was not suchevidence. (His Lordship here commented 
upon the evideiice in detail). 

The question remains whether the Judge was right in holding that the 
plaintiff was entitled to a judgment on merely proving his possession. The 
respondent's pleader cites a decision of this Bench in thé case of Biswanath 
v. Brajamohan Chuckerbutty (1). 

' * Special Appeal, No. 1808 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Shahabad, affirming 
a decree of the Sudder Ameen of that district, 
(1) 1 BL: R. (Short Notes), 1. 
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That case appears to me clearly distinguishable from the present. In that 1868 
case, the plaintiff held the lands in dispnte as lakherajdar, and his possession was, Sam Dayar 
consequently, adverse to that of the defendant, who was the zemindar ; and in ts 
‘that case, Mr. Justice Mitter and myself, properly, as I think, applied the pea 
ruling of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, which is cited in our BAD, 
judgment. In the present case, the plaintiff was by his own admission the 
tenant of the defendant, and he states that he paid them rent; his possession, - 
therefore, does not in itself lead to any inference as to the character of the 
tenure. The fact of his having occupied the land and paid rent for twelve 
yeara, or even twenty years, is equally consistent with his being a tenant-at- 

o. will, a farmer, or a mokurureedar. I think, therefore, that the Judge was wrong 
in holding that on proof of possession, the plaintiff was entitled to a decree. 
Moreover, he did not merely ask for possession, but he asked the Court.to 
adjudicate upon his alleged mokururee title, and to restore him to possession 

° as mokurureedar. I think the decision of the lower Appellate Court must be 


reversed with costs. 


a ayer 


E. Jacnson, J.—I am wholly of the same opinion. 


Before Br. Justice Norman and Mr, Justice E. Jackson, 
THE QUEEN v. RASSUL NUSHY AND ornznrs.’ . 1869 
Obstructing a Road—Act XXV, of 1861, s, 820, Jany, 25, 





Where A complained merely to the Magistrate that “a certain road had been obstructed 
by B aud others,” keld, that the Magistrate was not bound to enquire into the matter under 
section 820 of Act XXV of 186L . ‘ 


Durga Prasad Das complained to the Magistrate of Rungpore that “ a cer-- 
tain road had been obstructed by Rassul Nushy and others.” The Magistrate 
merely passed the order “let it be filed in the office.” The Judge held, that 
the Magistrate was wrong: (1) in not enquiring if the road was public or ` 
private; (2) in not recording his opinion in English; (8) in not proceeding 
under sections 308 or 820 of the Criminal Procedure Code according as the 
road was public or private. The Magistrate considered that it was for the ~ 
person aggrieved to make out his right to the road in the Civil Court. The 
Judge held, that the onus lay on the other side to show that they had a right 
to close the road. If did not appear that there was any fear of a breach of 
the peace. 


Jackson, J.—Ié is clear that the interference of the Magistrate in this case 
was not asked on the ground ‘that the road was a public road. The application 
made by the petitioner consists of a hurriedly and carelessly written petition 
of four lines. It does not state when the pathivay was dug up by the defend- 

© Reference under section 484 of the Code of Crimmal Procedure. 
, z ` 2—Q 


rey 
fe 
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. 1869 ants. Under such circumstances, I am not prepared to say that the Magistrate . 
Tats Quee was obliged: to venquire into the dispute, Béction 320 certainly gives the ty 
Magistrate a discretion, in the matter. There ‘is nothing in the petition to 
show that there was+any dispute at the time the defendants dug up the path- 
way. The Oiyil Court is the~proper tribunal to settle such disputes; and - 
eC ag even the Magistrate's orders would be subject to the, decision of a Civil Court. 
` There are cases where a Magistrate should interfere to prevent a breach of 
the peace, buf it does not” follow that he must intérfere i in all cases. Tn the 
-absence of all details as to when the occurrence complained of took place 
I think the. Magistrate was right in this case in not interfering. - 3 { 


Rass Nusuy 


A 


- 
i 
= 


Norsan, J.—I entirely concur in these remgrks. It appears to me that it 
- was for the complainants to make out a case, for the summary interference of the 
‘Site under section 320. They wholly failed to do so. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Ki, Chief Justice, and Mr, Justice Mitter, 
SITANATH BOSE v. MATHURANATH ROY.* 
Jan 80, A i Ee Interest—Bond, 


When a bond is silent as to any interest to be allowed after the due date of the bond, it is 
in the discretion of the Court to fix the amount of interest, if any, to be paid from the due 
date of the bond to the date of the commencement of suit, 


Tur following question was submitted by the Officiating Judge of the Small 
Cause Court of Kishnaghnr, for the decision of the High Court: 

“ In the case of a bond-debt, what amount of interest, if any, should be allowed 
between the due date of the bond and the date of action, when the bond itself 
is silent as to interest after the due date,” i 


The judgment of the High Court was delivered by 


Peacocx, C. J.—We are of opinion that there is no fixed rate at which 
„interest must by law be allowed for the period which bas passed between the 
"time when the bond became payable and the commencement of the, suit. 
That is a matter which was entirely in the discretion of the Court, having 
regard io all the circumstances of the case. 


` - 


- * Reference to the High Cotut from the Officiating Judge of the Small Cause Conrt of 
Kishnaghur, dated the 2nd December 1868. 
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' Before Mr, Justice D. 8. Jackson and Mr, Justice Markby. 
DHAN BIBI (Peririoyer) v. HARADHAN RAM (Orrosrre Parry.)* 
Appeal—Act XXII, of 1861, & 11. 


The Moonsiff, on the application of a judgment-debtor, set aside‘a sale held in execution 
of a decree passed against him, on the ground that the decree was barred by lapse of time. 
‘The judgment-creditor appealed to the Judge, who rejected the appeal, on the ground that 
no appeal was allowed from such an order. ` 


Held, in special appeal, that, under see, 11 of Act XXITL of 1861, an appéal lay tron the . 


order of the Moonmff, 
Baboo Banshidhar Sen for petitioner. 
The respondent did not appear. 


The facta sufficiently appear in the judgment of the Court, which was deli- 
vered by 


Jaoxson, J.—This is a special appeal on the part of the decree-holder, who 
complains that the sale of the judgment-debtor's property, which took place in 
execution of his decree, has been reversed by the Moonsiff, on the ground that 
execution was barred, the fact of such bar having been brought to the notice 
of the Moonsiff subsequent to the sale, He appealed to the Judge, first, on 
the ground that it was not competent to the Moonsiff to take notice of such 
objections after the sale; and, secondly, on the ground that execution was not, 
in fact, barred, The Judge held that no appeal was allowed by law, and 
rejected the application. 

It is contended now that the Judge was wrong; that this is a case coming 
within the provisions of section 11, Act XXIIL of 1861; and that, in such cases, 
an appeal is expressly allowed. No one appears for the respondent; but it seems 
clear that the Judge has fallen into error. This was a question arising between 
the parties to the suit in which the decree was passed, and relating to the, 
execution of the decree; and, consequently, the order passed by the Court. 
was open to appeal. The questions between the parties are questions partly 
of law and partly of fact. 

We are not, therefore, capable of dealing with them effectually in special 
appeal, and we think that the order of the Judge must be set aside, and the 
proceedings remitted to him, that he may deal with the appeal as made in his 


Court. 


+ 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No, 861 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Wost 
Burdwan, dated the 22nd May 1868, affirming a decree of tho Moons ff of that district, 
dated the Blot Maach 1868, 
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Before Mr. Justice Loch and BIr, Justice Blitter, 


SUAHZADA PAKAKTAR, akas KAHNU SAHIB (owe OF THE Dacre v 
JAKRIRAM BHAKAT (Prarrirr.y* 


Cross-Examination—Act VIII. of 1859, s. 170, A 
` A defendant failed to appear when ordered to attend under section 170, Act VIIL of 


. 


~ -~ 1859. The Judge did not at once pass Judgment against him, but called the plaintiff's wit- 


nesses, and réfusell to allow the defendant's vakeel, who was present, to cross-examine 
them: Held, that the Judge ought to have allowed the defendant’s vakeel to cross-examine 
the plaintiff's witnesses. 

Tun plaintiff sued to recover the amount due ona bond executed by 
Mohammed Shamsuddin, Rohumaunissa Begum, and Sultani Begum, and alleg- 
ing that the defendant, appellant, executed at the same time a security 
bond for the liquidation of the debt, if they should fail to meet it, included 
him also as a defendant in the suit. The defendants who executed the bond 
did not appear, and allowed judgment to go by default. The defendant, appel- 
lant, in hia written statement, denied that he executed the security bond, or 
made himself liable for the debt due by the others, 

The plaintiff made special application for an order, requiring the attendance 
of the defendant, appellant, and a notice was served upon him to show cause 
why heshould not appear and give evidence. On receipt of this notice, he filed 
a special petition, requesting that his appearance might be postponed till the 
witnesses cited by the plaintiff had been examined, in order that it might 
be ascertained whether they were able to identify his person; and the Court 


- ordered that he should be in attendance on the day fixed, im order that he 


might be confronted with the witnesses. The trial was subsequently post- 
poned on the prayer of the defendant, appellant. On the day fixed for the 
trial, the defendant did not appear, but he filed a petition stating that 


`“ he had been seized with serious illness in the course of the preceding 


night; that he had sent for the doctor; and that he would furnish a 
medical certificate as soon as he had obtained one. On this petition the 
‘Principal Sudder Ameen, observing that no medical certificate had been 
produced, and no other evidence to establish the alleged inability of the 
defendant to appear, and that the Sub-Registrar of the district and other 
witnesses with whom the defendant desired to be confronted were in attendance, 
held that the defendant without lawful execuse failed to comply with the order 
of the Court, and directed that the case be tried ez parte. In the course of the 
day another petition was filed by the defendant, praying that the Court would 


* Special Appeal, No, 2466 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of the “94-Pergunnas, 


dated the 10th June 1868, affiuming a decree of the Subordinate Judge of that district, 
dated the 6th January 1868. sia 


- 


{ 
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take evidence on his behalf, but it was rejected, and the Principal Sudder Ameen 
having taken evidence of the execution-of the bonds produced by the plaintiff, 
and the evidence of the Sub-Registrar of the district, who swore that he had 
personally visited the house of the defendant, appellant, and had registered the 
security bund after ascertaining from him that it was genuine, gave judgment 
against nll the defendants, But-.he declined to allow the vakeela of the 
defendant, appellant, to cross-examine the witnesses. The Judge, on; appeal, 
held thgt the procedure of the Principal Sudder Ameen was correct. 
The defendant appealed specially. 


Baboo Mahendra Nath Mitter for appellant. 
Baboo Debendra Narayan Bose for respondent. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Locn, J.—The lower Courts have held that the defendant, when duly 
summoned to) appear, failed to attend without lawful excuse. We think that 
this Court cannot interfere with this finding. Butit is urged, in the second 
place, that the procedure followed by the Subordinate Court is not in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 170 (1) of Act VIL of 1859. The Sub- 
ordinate Judge did not pass judgment against the party who failed to appear, 
as he might have done, under the provisions of the law quoted above, but he 
ordered that the case should be heard ex parte, and he refused to allow the 
vakeel of the defendant to cross-examine the witnesses of the plaintiff. The 
Judge, in appeal, held that the order of the lower Court was right. 

We think that on the defendant failing to appear without lawful excuse, the 
Judge might at once have passed judgment against him. But if he proceeded 
to take the evidence of the plaintiff's witnesses, the defendant who had entered 


appearance was entitled to cross-examine them by his vakeel, and the Subor-. 


dinate Judge was wrong in trenting the case as an ex parte one ; for, as the 
defendant had appeared and filed a written statement, it could not be called an 
ex parte case. If not an ex parte case, the defendant was entitled to croas- 
examine the plaintiff's witnesses. 

We think that the case must go back to the first Court to allow the defend- 
ant’s vakeel an opportunity to cross-examine the plaintiff's witnesses. 

With regard to the third objection taken in special appeal, we find that it 
was not urged in the lower Appellate Court, and is of no real weight. 
' The case is, accordingly, remanded to the first Court to allow the defendant's 
vakeel to cross-examine the plaintiff's witnesses, and to re-try the case. 


(1) Section 170, Act VIII. of 1869.—* It 
nny person, bemg a party to the suit, who 


` shall be ordered to attend to give evidence 


or produce a document, shall, without lawful 
excuse, fnil to comply with such order, or 
attending, or being present in Court, shall 
without lawful excuse refuse to give evi- 
dende, or to [goduce any document in his 


custody or possession named in such sum- 
mons as aforesaid, upon being required by 
the Court so te do, the Court may either 
pass judgment against the party so failing 
or refasmg, or make any such order in re- 
lation to the swt as the Court may deem 
ploper in the circumstances of the caso,” 
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Before Afr, Justice Kemp and Mr. Justice Glover. 


GOPAL SING (Puamrtirr) v. KANHYA LAL SAHEBZADA AND ANOTHER 
(DEFENDANTS) * 


Hindu Widow—Mitakshara Lau—Adverss Possession—Reversioners. è 


Where after the death of a Hindu who had been separate in estate from his brothers, 
and, durung the life-time of his widow, his brother’s sons obtained mutation of their 
names on the Collector’s rent-roll, and held possession of the estate, in right of inheritance, 
for more than 12 years, held, that, under the Mitaksha.a law, the possession by the nephews 
beng adverse to the widow, the claim of the reversioner, on her death, was barred. 


Baboo Kalimohan Doss for appellant. 
Baboos Ramesh Chandra Mitter and Hem Chandra Banerjee for respondents. 


Keur, J.—This was a suit, on the part of the plaintiff, for possession, by 
right of inheritance, of certain properties left by his maternal grandfather, 
Dindayal There are two sets of defendants in this case, the first set claim- 
ing as the heirs of Dindayal, and the second set claiming as purchasers from 
these heirs. They pleaded that the suit of the plaintiff was barred, and the 
Judge found that as more than twelve years had elapsed from the date of the 
alienation, which alienation the Judge found took place in 1254, and ag the 
plaintif’s cause of action did not arise in 1278, from the death of the life- 
tenant, the widow of Dindayal, but from the date of the alienation, namely 
in 1264, the suit 6f the plaintiff was barred. The Judge proceeded to add 
that there was a petition of the plaintiff, a copy of which had been filed by the 


- defendant, which petition would certainly seem to show that the plaintiff had 


waived his right of succession to the estate of. Dindayal. 

We think that the Judge has come to a correct finding, and that the suit of 
the plaintiff is barred, though we do not think that the reasons given by the 
Judge are altogether correct. The Judge has evidently treated this onse as if 
the property in dispute had been alienated by the widow, and as if all the defend- 
ants were purchasers from the widow ; but such is not the case. On the 
contrary, the plaint itself discloses that the defendants, during the life-time of 
the widow, claimed as the heirs of Dindayal, the husband of the widow, and 
obtained a mutation of their names on the Collector's rent-roll, and held 


' possession of the estate of Dindayal in right of inheritance. „Now the acts of 


the defendants which took place more than 12 years before the death of the 
widow, were hostile to the widow, and the possession held by the defendants of 
the estate of Dindayal was adverse to the widow, inasmuch Dindayal having 
been found, by a decision of the Court, to have been separate in estate from his 

* Special Appeal, No. 2002 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Tirhoot, dated the 18th 
April 1868, reversing a decree of the Sudder Ameen of that distuct, dated the 9th Septem- 
ber 1887. ç ee 


aw Reports, 
Apiil, 1869. 
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brothers, and the case being governed by the Mitakshara law, the widow of 1869 
Dindayal would succeed to his estate, and not the nephews, the brother's sons “Gopar Siva 
of Dindayal, The defendants, therefore, having obtained mutation of their x T Lau 
names as heirs of Dindayal, and having held possession of his estate for more SauRBZADA. 
than twelve years prior to the death of the widow, that act was hostile tothe . 
widow, and that possession was adverse to her. It is settled law that ifa 
widow, without fraud or collusion, would be barred, the reversioner claiming to 
succeed on her death would also be barred. That the possession of the defende —, 
ants was adverse, and that the proprietary right of the widow was invaded by 
their act is beyond doubt; but it has been stated that there is evidence of 
fraud and collusion on the part of the widow. 

A decision passed between the brothers of the present plaintiff and the 
defendants has been alluded to, but this decision is no evidence in this cnse, as 
it is not between the parties to the present suit. It istrue that in that deci- 
gion there is an abstract of a statement made by Kanhya Lal, one of the prin- 
cipal defendants in this suit, but taking that abstract, as it stands, there is 
nothing in it which imputes fraud to the widow. In the absence, therefore, of 
any allegation, much less of any proof of fraud, we hold that the possession of 
the defendants has been adverse to the widow for more than 12 years, and that 
the widow would have been barred if she had sued. It follows that the rever- 
sioners, the plaintiffs, in this suit are equally barred. 

We, therefore, dismiss the special appeal with costs and interests. 


Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Ur. Justice Glover, 


1869 


SHIU DAS NARAYAN SING (Praratirr) v. BHAGWAN DUTT Jany. 5 


AND OTHERS (DEFENDANTS. )* 
Special Appeal—New Issues, 


A party cannot be permitted to change, in special appeal, the allegations on which he 
went to trial in the Cow ts below, and to raise altogether a new issue. 


Baboo Krishna Sakha Mookerjee for appellant. 


sam eye 


Baboo Debendra Narayan Bose for respondents. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Kenr, J.—Two points are taken in special appeal, first, that the lower Appel« 
late Court has misconstrued n petition filed by the plaintiff, dated the 6th of 
September 1859 ; and, secondly, that, under the Mitakshara law, the father being 
only a sharer with the sons in the ancestral properties, on the father's rights 
and interest being sold, the defendant cannot get the whole property, but only 


* Special Appeal, No. 1155 of 1888, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of Tir- 
hoot, dated the 15th February 1868, affi:ming a decree of the Sudder Ameen of that dis- 
trict, dated ghq25th Febuary 1867, 
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the share to which the father was entitled; that the lower Court was, theréfore, 
wrong in dismissing the entire claim of the plaintiff. 


“Nanaran Swa” On thé first point the petition has been read, and we are of opinion that the 


Bpacivan 
Durr. 


1869 


lower Court’ has not miscontarued this petition. It appears that a sale in exe- 
cution was imminent, and ‘the plaintiff applied to the Court by petition, stating 
that his father, owing to old age and debility, had made over the whole estate 
to the plaintiff, the son; that the debt under the decree was justly due; and that 
the’ plaintiff had no present means to meet the decree, dnd, therefore, prayed 
the Court, either to apply the provisions of section 243 of the Code of Proce- 
dure, or to give him one month's grace, within which to raise the money, to pay 

_off the decree ; this petition is, therefore, not, as the appellant contends, a simple 
prayer for the postponement of the sale, but a distinct admission of the just- 
nees of the debt and of the liability of the estate to pay the same. 

The second point is a new one; it was not raised in the pleadings below: the 
plaintiff's case below was that his fnther was extravagant, and contracted the, 
debts for purposes not sanctioned by the Hindu law, and an issue was raised on 
these pleadings to the effect of whether the plaintiff's father wasted the said 
properties, by extravagance not countenanced by the Hindu law, or incurred 
debts for purposes sanctioned by the Hindu law, such as the marriage of 

- daughters and other charitable acts. The Courts below found that there was no 
proof of the extravagance of the father, and that the alienations were made for 
purposes sanctioned by the Hindu law. 

Woe cannot permit the special appellant to entirely change in special appeal 
the allegations on which he went to trial. 

We dismiss the special appeal with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Mr. Justice Glover. 
LACHMI NARAYAN PORI (INTEBVENOR) v. PUKHRAJ SING AND OTHERS 


Jany, 6. (PLAINTIFFS.)* 


Aci X. of 1859, s. 77—JIntervention, 


Where an intervenor in a rent suit applies to be made a party under section 77 of Act 

X. of 1859, distinctly relying upon that section, it must be inferred that his case is that 

he has bean in receipt and enjoyment of the rent before and up to the time of the com- 

-mencenient of the suit, and his petition should not be rejected, because it does not contain 
~ the words " that he claimed to occupy and receive the rent.” 


~ 


Mr. R. E. Twidale for appellant, 
Baboos Khettra Mohan Mookerjee, Budhsen Sing, and Munshi Mohammed 
Yusaff for respondents. 


4 Special Appeal, No. 1898 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Gya, dated the 29th 
February 1868, affirming a decree of the Deputy Collector of that district, dated the 12th 
November 1867. ee 
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The judgment of the Court was delivered by 1869 


Kear, J—This was a suit for rent. The plaintiff, as mokurruridar,. Thon Nae 


sued the ticcadar for rent. The special appellant, who alleges that he has eee dis 
purchased the proprietary rights in the estate, intervened under section 77 of Suva. ` 
Act X. of 1859. The first Cour—although this does not appear in its decision, - 
but by order on a ‘petition—refused to make the special appellant a party to oe 
the suit. On appeal, the Judge held, that no appeal would lie, and that the 
special appellant had no good claim to be allowed to appear as intervenor 
before the lower Court. The Judge further observes thatthe petition pre- 
sented to the Deputy Collector by the intervenor does not contain any allega- 
tion of receipt of rent, nor does it appear from that petition that the 
intervenor has ever received any rent. 
We think that both Courts were wrong in not making the intervenor a party 
to the suit. The application to be allowed to be made a party was distinctly ~ 
° made under section 77 of Act X. of 1859. Now, there is no other ground upon 
which a party can claim to be made a party to a suit under section 77, except 
one, viz. that he has in good faith received and enjoyed rent up to the time 
of the commencement of the suit. Therefore, when a party applies under 
that section, quoting that section, it must be inferred that his plea is that 
he has been in receipt and enjoyment of the rent before and up to the com- 
mencement of the suit. 
With reference to the petition presented by the intervenor, such portions 
as the pleader for the respondent wished to have read in support of the 
Judge's judgment, have been read. We do not find that the intervenor 
admitted in that petition that he had not been in receipt of the rent. What he 
stated was, that during the term of the ticca, he was entitled to the malgu- 
zari, or the rent, and that after the expiration of the term of the ticca he 
was entitled to khas possession. The ticcadar, who has been made a respon- 
dent, alao objects to the intervenor being made a party to the suit, although 
the pleader for the respondent, the ticcadar, admits that his client was in 
doubt as to which party the rent was payable, viz. to the plaintiff or to the 
intervenor. We think that this is a casein which the intervenor ought to 
have been made a party under section 77; and that simply, because the words 
‘that he claimed to receive and enjoy the rent” were omitted in the petition, 
‘although the section is distinctly quoted and relied upon, the lower Court 
ought not to have rejected the petition of the intervenor. 1 
We, therefore, remand the case with directions to the Oourt of first instance _ 
to make the intervenor a party under section 77 of Act X. of 1859, and to 
re-try the case. The intervenor will be permitted to put in evidence in support ` 
of his claim. 
Costs to follow the result. : 
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Beforé My. Justice Kemp and My. Justice Glover. 


1869 DHANPAT SING AND ANOTNER (DECREE-ROLDERS) v. LILANAND SING 
Jany % + (Jupasexr-DEsror.)* 


Emecution— Procedure. 


` 


An application for execution of a decree need not be accompanied by a copy of the 
decision of the first Court. 

An application for execution was made by a mooktear, and admitted by the Judge, who ' 
ordered a notice to issue to the judgment-debtor. Held, that such application cannot 
afterwards be set aside for irregularity, and that it is sufficient to keep the decree alive. Ed 


Baboos Krishna Dayal Roy and Nalit Chandra Sen for appellants. 
Mr. R. E. Twidale for respondent. 


ps Ne 


Grovea, J.—This was a suit for execution of a decree. The first applica- ° 
tion for execution, the only one we have to deal with, is dated the 18th 
August 1864, The present application for execution was taken out on the 

“4th July 1867, so that if the first application for execution preferred in Auguet 
1864 was sufficient to keep the decree alive, the decree-holder (eppieamt) } is 
“undoubtedly i in time. 

The Judge affirming the order of the Principal Sudder Ameen, has consi- 
dered the application of August 1864 not to have been a bond fide one, for 
two reasons; first, because the application was irregularly made through a 
mooktear; secondly, because a copy of the Civil Court’s decision was not filed 
with the application. 2 

The second objection appears to us altogether untenable under the provisions 
of section 212 of Act VIII. of 1859. That section no where makes it neces- 
gary that an application for execution of a decree shéuld be accompanied by 
a copy of the decision of the first Court, and that principle has been repeat- 
edly upheld in decisions of the High Court, and notably in the case of Gunga 
Gobind Gupta v. Makhun Lall Hattee (1). 

The other ground, namely that the application was made by a mooktear, and 
is therefore irregular, appears to us equally worthless; for whatever irregula- 
rity there might have been in that application, we think that the former Judge 
condoned it by afterwards issuing notice on the judgment-debtor, and that 
the present Judge cannot now interfere to set aside the order of his predecessor. 
It has been urged upon us by the pleader for the special respondent that the 
Judge, after looking to the whole of the circumstances of the case, has decided 
it upon the evidence before him, and that his decision is based on findings of 


Miscellaneous Appeal, No. 455 of 1868, from an order of the Judge of Purnea, dated the 
27th May 1868, affirming an orde: of the Subordinate Judge of that distiict, dated the 12th 
September 1867. 

(1) 9 W. R, 362, ‘oe 
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facts with which no interference is possible in special sonia but.it appears to 1869 

us that, as the Judge had no power to interfere with the order issuing notice on = Diranrar 
the judgment-debtor, his decision is not in reality one of fact at all, and Sng 
cannot debar this Court, in special appeal, from allowing the judgment-oreditor LILANAND , 


Brya. 

to execute his decree. i 

We think that the application of the 18th August 1854 was sufficient to 
keep the decree alive, and that the present application being within three 
years from the application preferred on the 18th August 1864, isin time, and 
that the decree ought to be executed accordingly. 

The decision of the lower Appellate Court is therefore ieee and the 
appeal decreed with costs. 

Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Br. Justice Glover. 
SHEIKH RAMZAN ALI (Deraxpant) v. SYED ANWAR ALI (Puarmrirr.)* i 


Jurisdiction—Act X. of 1859, 8. 28, ol 6. 


A suit for the declaration of the right of the plaintiff to a share in the produce of certain-' 
trees, on the allegation that these trees were planted by a person, whose rights had passed 
to the plaintiff by a bill of gale, is cognizable by the Civil Courts, and does not come within 
the meaning of clause 6, section 28 of Act X. of 1859. 


Moulvie Murhamut Hossein for appellant. 
Mr. R. E. Twidale for respondent. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Kumr, J.—In these two special appeals, the same parties were plaintiffs and 
defendants in the Court below.—The Judge has given the plaintiff a decree, in 
confirmation of the decree-of the first Court. One point taken in special 
appeal in the two cases is, that the suit is not cognizable by a Civil Court, and 
that it ought to have been brought under clause 6 of section 23 of Act X. 
of 1859. This objection was not taken below; but as it is a question of juris- 
diction, we shall notice it. The suit was not to recover the occupancy or 
possession of any land, farm, or tenure from which the ryot, farmer, or tenant 
has been illegally ejected by the person entitled to receive rent for the same. 
It was a suit for a declaration of the right of the plaintiff to a half share in 
the produce of certain trees, on the allegation that these trees were planted by 
the person, whose rights had passed to the plaintiff by a bill of sale. 

This ground of special appeal is clearly untenable. 


* Special Appeals, Nos. 2120 and 2125 of 1868, from the decrees of the Judge of Patna, 
dated the 26th December 1868, affirming the deciees of the Moonsiff of that district, dated. 
3rd December, 1867. 
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Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Mr, Justice Glover. 
F ae ` MAHADEO OJHA (Dzrmmanrt) v. PARMESWAR PANDEY (Pranrrrrr.)* 
rane Appellate Court—Judgment. 
An Appellate Court is bound to state its reasons for reversing the decision of a lower ù 
Court. 
Baboos Ashutosh Chatterjee and Jadab ‘Chandra Seal for appellant. 
Baboo Budhsen Sing for respondent. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


re erent 


Guovzr, J.—It appears to us that the objection taken by the special appel- 
lant in this case must succeed. It has been oftentimes ruled by Division Benches 
of this Court that, when a Court of Appeal reverses the order of a Court è 

- of first instance, it is bound to give reasons for so doing in the judgment. In 
the present case, the Moonsift gave his reasons at considerable length for be- 
lieving the plaintiff's suit for possession to be unfounded, but the Judge, 
without going into, or controverting, any of those reasons, but saying simply 
that the plaintiff's case appears to him to be a just one, reversed the decision of 
the Court of first instance, and decreed the plaintiff's suit. 

It appears to us that, according to a long current of decisions of this Court, 

~ he was not justified in doing so; and that before reversing the orders of his 
subordinate, he was bound to give his reasons, for which he was induced 
to do so. 

The case must, therefore, go back to the Judge, for him to pass a fresh deci- 
sion on the merits of the case, with reference to the above remarks. 

Costs to follow the result. 


Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Mr, Justice Glover. 


Janey, 28, RAJ KUMAR SING (Prammrr) v. KALI CHARAN SING AND ANOTHER 
- (Devenpants).f 


Award—Appeal—Act VIII. of 1859, ss. 825 ¢ 827, 


An application was made under section 827 of Act VIIL of 1859 to file an arbitration 
award, and the Court after calling on the opposite party to show cause why it should not be 
filed, rejected the application. Held, that the case did not come within the meaning of 


section 825, and that the order being aumply one “rejecting an application to file an award,” 
was final. ; 

* Special Appeal, No. 2855 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Judge of Sarun, 
dated Ist June 1868, reversing a decree of a Moonsiff of that district, dated the 5th 
July 1867. 

t Miscellaneous Appeal, No. 488 of 1868, from an order of the Subopligate Judge of 
Patna, dated the 25th July 1868, 
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Messrs. R. T. Allan and C. Gregory, Munshi Mohammed Yusaff and 
Baboo Ramanath Bose for appellant. 


Baboos Annada Prasad Banerjee, Srinath Doss, and Krishna Sakka Mooker- 
Jee for respondenta. 


Kear, J.—This was an application to enforce a pore arbitration award, 
dated the 5th Aswin 1265. 

It is admitted that the application was made under the provisions of section 
327 of Act VIII, of 1859. It is also admitted that the application to file the 
arbitration award was not allowed by the lower Oourt. The opposite par- 
ties were served with notice to show cause why the award should not be filed. 
The Principal Sudder Ameen entered into elaborate enquries in the case, and 


for the reasons given in his decision, refused the application. It appears that — 


amongst the reasons given is that the award was nota bond fide one. The 
plaintiff is the appellant. Before hearing thia appeal, the respondent put in 
an objection to the hearing of this appeal, and a ruling of the Full Bench in 
Baboo Chintaman Sing v. Rupa Kooer (1) was quoted by the pleader for the 
respondent. 


Mr. Allan, for the appellant, has argued that the present cage has gone far 
beyond the limits of the case decided by the Full Bench. The pleader 
attempted to show that the Full Bench case referred to an order rejecting an 
application to file a batwara under section 327 without any enquiry what- 


ever; but that in the present case, there had been a full enquiry, and that the 


case was treated by the Principal Budder Ameen in the form of a special 
case coming within the purview of section 325 of the Code. . 

We think that this contention is clearly incorrect: section 8325 contemplates 
special cases submitted to the Court for its opinion. Section 327, under which 
the special appellant, the plaintiff, proceeded in this case, refers to applications 
to be permitted to file an arbitration award with a view to have its provi- 
sions enforced by a decree; and the section provides that before this can be 
done, the Court shall call upon the parties to the arbitration, other than the 
applicant to show cause why the award should not be filed. 

In this case, the other parties did appear and did show cause, and the 
Principal Sudder Ameen refused to permit the award to be filed. The judg- 
ment of the Full Bench, therefore, clearly applies to the present case. The 
result, if the award had been filed, would have been that it could have been 
enforced as a decree. 

The order disallowing the application to file the award is not a siete and 
therefore is not appealable as a decree. It is to use the words of the decision 
of the Full Bench, “simply an order rejecting an application to file an award,” 
and against such an order, no appeal is provided by Act VIII. of 1859, The 
appeal is, therefore, dismissed with costs. 


(1) Case No. 858 of 1866, 81st August 1866, 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr, Justice E. Jackson. 
SHAMI MOHAMMED (JunoserTt-Drsror) v. MUNSHI MOHAMMED ALT KHAN 
(GOVERSLENT PLEADER.)* 


Timitation—Act XIV. of 1859, ss. 20 § 17—Stamp Fees—Pauper Suits. 


A decree had been obtained by a party suing in formå pauperis against Shami Mohammed 
(appellant). The Government (represented by Munshi Mohammed Ali Khan) now sought 
to recover against Shami Mohammed the amount of stansps which would have been paid by 
the plaintiff, if he had not been permitted to sue as a pauper. Held, that the right of Go- 
vernment to recover, the Stantp Fees m question under section 809 of Act VIII, of 1859, 
is not affected by the law of limitation laid down in section 20 of Act XIV, of 1889, 


“Baboo Kali Krishna Sen for appellant. 


Baboos Jagadanand Mooherjee and Anukul Chandra Mookerjee for res- 
pondent. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by—~ - 


Norman, J.—This is an appeal from the decision of the Principal Sudder 
‘Ameen of Dinagepore, on an application by the Government, for execution in 


. respect of a sum of Rupees 156 on account of stamps which would have been 


paid by the plaintiff if he had not been permitted to sue as a pauper, recover- 
‘able by the Government under section 309 of Act VIII. of 1859. 

The original decree in favor of the pauper plaintiff was passed on the 31st of 
March 1864; that decree was affirmed by the Judge in appeal on the 26th of 
April 1865, and the Judge’s decision was confirmed by this Court, in special 


‘appeal, on the 4th of May 1866. The'Government applied for execution on 


‘the 2lst April 1868, and the question which has been argued before us is 
‘whether or not the Government is barred by limitation in respect of the 
‘amount of stamp duties recoverable under the decree of the first Court in 
1864, as being more than 3 years before the application for execution. The 
309th section of Act VIIL of 1859 provides, that “on the decision of the suit, 
the Court shall calculate the amount of stamps which would have been paid 
by the plaintiff, if he had not been permitted to sueas a pauper, and such 
amount shall be recoverable by Government from any party ordered by the 
Becree to‘pay the same, in the same manner as costs of suit are recoverable.” 
Now it is, no doubt, clear that upon that decree of the first Court, the Govern- 


ment might have proceeded at once to realize the amount of stamp under the | 


order of the Court, according ‘to ‘the calculation of the Court under that decree. 
The 360th section of Act VIII. of 1859 enacta, that “a decree is to state'the 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No, 448 of 1868, from an order of the Officiating Judge 


of Dinagepore, dated the 14th August 1868, affiuming an order of the Subordinate Judge 
of that district, dated the Lith May 1868. 
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costs incurred in the appeal, and by what parties, and in what proportiona, such. 


costa, and the costs in the original suit, are to be paid.” The decree of the 
Appellate Court is, therefore, to be an original decree in respect of all the costs, 
both of the appellate and of the first Court ; and upon that ground it appears 
to us that in any case n party would be entitled to a period of 3 years from 
the date of such decree to execute that decree in respect of costs of the lower 
Court, as well as the costs of the Appellate Court. In considering - the right 
of the deoree-holder, it appears to us‘to make no difference whether the decree 
expressly provides for, or in detail refers to, the costs in the lower Court, or 
merely incorporates the order of the lower Court as to the costs by affirming 
the decree. In either case the decree of the Appellate Court is “ a judgment 
decree or order” as to such costs, within the meaning of section 20 of Act XIV. 
of 1859, from which a new period of limitation can be computed. 

In the case immediately before us no diffitulty which might exist in ordinary 
cases stands in the way of the Crown. The Crown is not named in the 20th 
section of Act XIV. of 1859, and the 17th section of that Act expressly pro- 
vides that “this Act shall not extend to any publio property or right, nor to 
any suits for the recovery of the public revenue or for any public claims 
whatever, but such suits shall contihue to be governed by the laws or rules of 
limitation now in force.” The right of the Government to the stamp fees in 
question is a public right. It is, therefore, clear that section 20 of Act XIV. 
of 1859 has no application to this case. The appeal is dismissed with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson, 
KAPAHI BEWA (Piamrirr) v. KESHRAM KUCH (Derenpant.)* 
Special Appeal—Suit by Heir—Small Cause Court—Act XI. of 1865, s. 6. 


The widow and heiress of a deceased person, sued the defendants to recover personal pro- 
perty, valued at Rs. 200, said to have been taken by them from deceased in his lifetime, 


Held, that a special appeal was barred by section 27 of Act XXUL of 1861. 
Baboo Jadunath Seal for appellant. 

Baboo Abhay Charan Bose for respondent. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by— 


Norsan, J.—We have been prevented from going into the merits of this 
case by a preliminary objection taken by the respondent's vakeel, that, under 
section 27 of Act XXIII. of 1861, no appeal lies, upon the ground that the suit 
is one cognizable by the Small Cause Court. We think that that objection is 


* Special Appeal, No, 2054 pf 1868, from a decree passed by the Deputy Commissioner of 
Sibsagor, dated the 80th March 1868, reversing a decree of tho Sudder Ameen of that 
district, dated the 7th Augnst 1867. 
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1869 _ well founded. The suit is for “ personal property,” valued at Ra. 200, anid to 
, Karan Bewa have been taken from the deceased in his lifetime, and carried away" by the 
Knaynay © defendants, The plaintiff makes title as widow and heiress of the deceased, 
Kuom. claiming such personal property or its value. We think this ig a matter within 
the cognizance of a Small Cause Court, under section 6 of Act XI. óf 1865. 
The special appellant's vakeel contends that the suit falls within the descrip- 
tion of a suit “ for a share or part of share under an intestacy” within the mean- 
ing of those words in the 2nd proviso in that section. But we think that those 
words are intended to apply to suits by persons claiming as heirs against other 
persons similarly entitled, in order to determine their respective rights and 
interests, and to suits against persons administering the estate of a person who 
has died intestate, where the share or proportion to which the claimant is 
entitled is in question. 
It is quite clear that if the plaintiff had alleged that her husband made 
a will by which he devised his property to her, and she as his devisee or: 
executrix had sued for the personal property or its value, there would be nothing e 
in the 2nd proviso to prevent the Small Cause Court from having cognizance of 
this suit. It would be absurd te hold that a suit to recover the property of the 
deceased against a wrong-doer is maintainable in a Small Cause Court by an 
executor or devisee, and not by the heir. We think that no such absurdity 
was intended by the proviso in question. 
For the above reasons, no special appeal lies, As the case has not been 
heard on the merits, we give no costs, 


ieee 
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Before Mr. Justice Lock and Mr. Justice Mitter. 
1869 GOLAM ASHGAR (Jupasext-Dxstor) 9. LAKHIMANI DEBI AND OTHERS 


(JUDGMENT-CREDITORB.)* 





Execution—Limitation— Bond fide Application. 


An application was made on the 18th February 1862, for execution of a decree, and was 
struck off on the 81st January 1868. A fresh application was made on the 18th April 1868, 
but nothing was then done, A further application was made on the 9th August 1865, and 
certain property was then attached by the decree-holder. 

Held, that the Judge should have enquired whether the former applications were bond fide 
and sufficient to keep the decree alive; if not, proceedings under the latest application would 
be barred by limitation. Case remanded accordingly, 


Baboo Upendra Chandra Bose for appellant. 
` Baboo Girish Chandra Mookerjee for respondenta. 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No. 496 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of the 24~Per- 
gunnas, dated the 22nd August 1868, affirming a decree of the Budder Moonsiff of that dis- 
trict, dated the 18th July 1868. ss 
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The judgment of the Court was delivered by ee 1869 
een clean 
Locs, J.—In this case there appears to have been an application of the 18th. Cee ae : 
February 1862 for execution of decree. It was struck off on the Slat January | -®© 


1863. Italo appears that there was another application of the 13th April DEBI 
1863, upon which nothing seems to have been done, but simply an order 
passed upon it, to the effect that the record be sent for. A further application 
was made on the 9th August 1865; and on this occasion certain property was 
i attached by the decree-holder. T 
It is urged by the appellant before us that, as nothing was done under the 
applications of February- 1862 and April 1863, the proceedings taken on the 
9th August 1866 were out of time, and the execution was, therefore, barred by 
limitation, The Judge was wrong in having refused to enter into this point. 
This Court, in a Full Bench Ruling, Bisweswar Mullick v. The Maharaja 
of Burdwan (1), has held that, where an execution is once barred by 
e limitation, no subsequent application made within three years of a previous 
application, upon which something was done, id sufficient to revive the 
* decree. We think the Lower Courts ought to have taken this matter into 
consideration; and we therefore remand this case to the first Court to deter- 
mine whether the applications made in February 1862 and April 1863 were 
bon& fide proceedings, and sufficient to keep the decree alive, 
Costs will abide the final result of the case. 


Before Sir Barnes Peacock, Kt, Chief Justice, and Mr. Justice Mitter, 





KRISHNA KANTA PARAMANIK (Praurrivr) v BIDYA SUNDARI DASI AnD 1 
859 
OTHERS (DEFENDANTS, )* Feby. 5, 
Arbitratore—Evidence, 


Arbitrators ought only to take such evidence as is required by the terms of the agree- 
ment, referring the question in dispute to arbitration. 


Baboos Srinath Doss and Anukul Chandra Mookerjee for appellant. 
Baboos Ashutosh Chatterjee and Girish Chandra Mookerjee for respondents. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Peacock, O. J.—It appears to us that the arbitrators were not authorized, 
by the terms of the submission, to take any other evidence than that of the ~- 
widow as to whether or not the plaintiff was entitled to an 8-pie share, in 
addition to the one-third share, which, according to the ordinary rules of the 
Hindu Law of Inheritance, descended to him from his father. It appears from, 


* Regular Appeal, No. 109 of 1868, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of 


Nuddea, dated the 7th February 1868, 
a) Case No. 486 of 1867 ; 18th March 1888. 
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thé award that the arbitrators did not consider that the widow's evidence made 


Katama Kan-.0ut the plaintifi’s ‘claim to the 8- -pie share. Having decided that the plaintiff's 


Ta PARA- 
MANIK 


v. 
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ant D. 


claim had not been made out by, the evidence of the widow, the arbi- 


~ trators went into other evidence, and gave plaintiff a decree for the 8-pie 


share on the evidence taken by them. That portion of the award which 
gave the ‘plaintiff the 8-pie share, was properly held by the Subordinate 
Judge not to be binding. If the arbitrators had determined the case 
according to the terms of the submission, they would have decided that the ~; 
plaintiff had failed to establish claim to the 8-pie share. We do not think j 
that we ought to remand the case to the Subordinate Judgé, for the purpose of 
taking further evidence, to enable the plaintiff to establish that which the ; 
widow’s evidence failed to prove before the arbitrators ; for it was the inten- 
tion by both’ parties, when they referred the case, that it should be determined 
upon.the evidence of the widow:elone. 

We think that the decision of the Subordinate Judge ought to be affirmed 
with costs. 


~- 


Before Mr, Justics Loch and Ilr, Justice Hobhouse. ~ 
‘ e 


SRIMATI DURGADASI DEBI (Prainrirr) v, JADUNATH MOOKERJEB 
(DEFENDANT. )* 


Cortificate—Act XXVIT. of 1880—Limitation. 


A Hindu woman applied for a certificate of administration under Act XXVIL of 1860, to 
the estate of her brother, who had died 7 years before, and whose property had since been 
in the possession of his so-called heir-at-law. The applicant alleged that at the time of her 
brother's death, she was pregnant, and subsequently gave birth toa son, who died ın infancy. 
As representative of that son, who was deceased’s legal heir, she asked for the certificate. 
The lower Court summarily rejected her applicalion on the ground of lapse of time. 

Held, that this was not a sufficient reason for rejecting the application, and that the 
Judge must proceed to an enquiry under the Act. 


Baboo Purna Chandra Shome for appellant. 
Baboo Ananda Chandra Ghosal for respondent. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Loon, J.—The appellant, as sister to one Thakurdes Bhattacharji, applies 
for a certificate under Act XX VIL. of 1860, to enable her to collect the debts 


.due to the estate of the deceased. The deceased died about 7 years ago, and 


the whole of his property avas taken possession of by the respondent, Jadu- 
nath Mookerjee, the so-called heir-at-law, who was the son,of deceased's father’s 
sister. The (appellant now urges that at the time of her brother's death she 
was pregnant, and subsequently gave birth to a son, who died in infancy, and 


* Miscellaneous Regular Appeal, No. 498 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of the 
24-Pergunnas, dated the 17th/A gust 1868.: - ae 
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that ns representative of that son, who was the legal hate of Thakurdas, she 
is entitled to the certificate, 
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The Judge has rejected the application, holding that after the lapse of so Doreanàst: 


many years, it is preposterous to ask the Court to declare, on a summary, 


enquiry, that the applicant is entitled to oust from possession the person whose pr 


rights she has hitherto not disputed. 
An appeal has been preferred, on the ground that the Judge was wrong in 


~ refusing the application for certificate on the ground of lapse of time, and a 


decision of a Division Bench of the High Court, in Pulash Monee Dossee 
v. Anund Moyee Dossee (1), is quoted insupport; and itis prayed thgt the 
Judge may be directed to take the evidence of the appellant’s witnesses to 
prove the truth of her statement that she was pregnant when her brother died, 
and that she subsequently gave birth to a son. 

The relationship between the appellant and deceased is sämitted; and as the 
reason assigned by the Judge for refusing to give the appellant a certificate 
under Act XXVII. of 1860 does not appear to the Court to be sufficient, we 
remand the case to the Judge, with directions to him to allow the appellant 
to produce evidence in support of her allegation; and should that, in his opinion, 


be sufficient to prove the fact asserted by her, he will then apply the law to | 


the case and pass ‘orders accordingly.’ The costs to follow the result of the 
enguiry. 


Before Afr. Justice Norman and Jir, Justice E. Jacksoy. 


LACHMAN PRASAD (Pramrtwr) v. HOLAS MAHTOON AND OTHERS 
(DEFENDANTS.)* 


Bhosli Rent—Valuation of Crop. 
A landlord sued his tenant, paying rent in kind, for the share of the crop due to him, 


. or rent, or for its money equivalent. 


Held, that the prices at which the landlord was entitled to have the crop valued wore 
those which prevailed at the time the crop was cut, and when it should have beon made 
over to him. 


Baboos Debendra Narayan Bose and Kali Krishna Sen for appellant. 


Baboo Mohini Mohan Roy for respondent. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by— 


Norman, J.—This is a suit to recover bhouli rent, of a sum equivalent to 
the value of the proportion of the crop which the defendant ought to have 
handed over to the plaintiff, his landlord. The Deputy Collector, after ascer- 
taining what was the quantity of each species of grain which should have 


* Special Appeal, No. 1498 of 1868, from the decree of the Judge of Bhagulpore, dated 
the 4th March 1868, modifying a decree of the Deputy Collectór of Monghyr, dated the 27th 
December 1866, 

(D) 8 W. R., 898 ‘ 
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been set apart as the share òf the plaintiff, calculated the sum payable to the - 


plaintiff by taking therprice of, the several sorts of grain at the rates prevalent 
it the time when it was cut, From that decision the plaintiff appeals, and 


_ contends that he is entitled to the prices which prevailed at the end of the 


year,, which the Deputy Gollector- says were famine prices. The Judge on 
appeal affirmed the decision of the Deputy Collector. We think it quité clear 
that the Judge-was-right. The damage sustained by’tlre plaintiff was equal 
to the, value of the crop’ at the time when it-was the duty of the defendant 
to have handed it-ovér to the plaintiff If after that time, prices had fallen, 
it is clear that thé defendant would have had ‘no right to inflict on the plain- 
tiff a loss by giving him anything less than the equivalent of that which he 
would have received, if the defendant had donè his duty and handed thg 
bhouli rent when it became due. On the other hand, the plaintiff has no 
right to make the defendant responsible for the possible profit which he might ` 
have made by the rise of the market price if he had kept the grain. Tho 


` decision of the lower Appellate Court appears to us perfeotly correct. 


The appeal is dismissed with costs, 


Before Mr. Justics Norman and Mr. Justice E, Jackson. 
THE QUEEN v. CHOWDHRY AND oruzns.* 
Criminal Procedure Code (Act XXV. of 1861), s. 288—Recognizance to Keep Peaos. 


A charge of criminal trespass and mischief was dismissed. Thereupon the Magistrate 
recorded an order in the presence of both parties, calling on them to show cause, on a day 
fixed, why they should not enter into recognizances to keep the peace. 

Held, ıt was not necessary also to issue a summons to them under section 288 of the Cri- 
minal Procedure Code. 


Bhikari Rai, on behalf of Chowdhry Jagamohan Prasad and two others, com- 
plained against Mr. Crowdy, a planter, that he had forcibly uprooted tobacco 
and other crops belonging to his master's ryots, and forcibly sown indigo on 
their land. A local enquiry was ordered, and the case heard, when the Joint- 
Magistrate came to the conclusion that the charge was fulse and vexatious. He 
then recorded an order in the presence of both the parties, to the effect that, on 
a certain day then fixed, they should appear and show cause why they should not 


„enter into security of Rs. 2,000 to keep the peace. On the day fixed, the Joint- 


Magistrate took up the case, and without hearing any further evidence, ordered - 
the Chowdhry and other two prosecutors in the first case to give security as 
above. The Judge, on applications made, held that as no summons had issued 
under section 283, Criminal Procedure Code, the order should be set aside. He 
referred the case to the High Court. 


j 


* Reference under section 484 of the Code of Criminal Procedure., 


. 
4 


\ 


\ 
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Norman, J. _We see no reason for interference, though Do summons was Tire Oper 


served. An order was passed by the` ‘Joint-Magistrate i in, open Court, in the Crowpner. 
presence of the parties, that they should appear on a-certain day and show 

cause why they should not give security to the amount of Rs. 2,000. In pursp- 

ance of that order, the-parties did‘ appear and shewed cause. They weredully- ' 
informed ‘of. the grounds òf the order by the proceedings whioh had previously 

taken place. : as 


t . on 


Before Mr, Justice E. Jackson and Mr. suai Atfacpheraon. 


MOONSHI JOWHER ALI (Derenpant) v. RAMCHAND AND OTIERB 1869 k 
(PLAINTIFFS. )* Feby 2. 
Possession—Limttation. 


e 


In a suit for possession of certain lands purchased by plaintiff at a.sale, in execution of 
a decree of the Sudder Ameen’s Court, the lower Court held that “possession by pro- 
clamation of sale, through the Sudder Ameen’s Court, was possession through the Court,” . 
and that the suit, bemg brought within 12 years of that-proclaniation, was in time. Held 
on appeal, that such imaginary possession was no possessio at all, and that the suit was 
barred by Hmitation 


- Mr. C. Gregory for appellant. 


Baboo Hem Chandra Banerjee for respondent. 
Tue judgment of the High Court was delivered by 


` Macrnerson, J.—The question on’ this case is, whether there'is any evidence 
given by the plaintiffs of their possession within 12 years prior to the institu- 
tion of the suit. The plaintiffs claim as purchasers at a sale in execution of 
a deoree of a Sudder Ameen’s Court, and their sale certificate beara date the 
12th of August 1867. The plaintiffs are found by the lower Court to have 
obtained possession “by proclamation of sale, through the Sudder Ameen’s 
Court,” on the 25th of October 1857, but the Court also finds that they did not, 
in fact, get possession. The Court considering possession ‘ by proclamation 
of sale, through the Sudder Ameen’s Court, to'be possession in a manner 
through the Court,” held that the plaintiff’ suit was not barred. 


* Special Appeal, No. 2007 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of Punesh, dated the 
24th of March 1888, affirming a decree of the Sudder Ameen of that district, dated the 
27th of July 1867.e 

6—G 
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1869 We are, however, of opinion that the imaginary possession upon which the 
Moons Judge relies is, in fact, no possession at all, and that, consequéntly, the plaintiffs’ 
Towage att case entirely fails. There is, in truth, no finding of the Court that possession 
Ramowann. either by the plaintiffs or by those whose rights they purchased, was ever held 
, within 12 years of the date of suit: and seeing that the plaintiffs were declared - 
purchasers in 1867, it is an absurdity to say. thata proclamation of sale made ` 
in October 1857, and never acted upon in any way, can be considered such a f 
possession as will prevent the operation of the law of limitation. The decree / 


of the Judge is reversed, and the plaintiffs’ suit is dismissed with all costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Kemp and Mr. Justice E, Jackson, 


. 1868 JAGABANDHU DAS GAJENDRA MAHAPATRA (DEFENDANT) v, DINABANDHU 
Dee. 19. DAS GAJENDRA MAHAPATRA (PLAINTIFP.)* m 


y Evidence—Possession— Ownership. 
In special appeal, the High Court held that evidence whieh did not allude to any speci- 
fic acts of ownership, was not sufficient evidence to prove possession, 
The finding of the fact of possession by the lower Appellate Court upon such evidence 
reversed in special appeal. 
Baboos Anukul Chandra Mookerjee, Hem Chandra Banerjee, and Bama 
Charan Banerjee for appellant. 


Baboo Ashutosh Dhur for respondent. 
Tue judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Jackson, J.—We think that the plaintiff in this case has not proved 
that possession which it was necessary for him to prove, in order to save his 
suit from the plea of limitation which was urged in bar. The plaintiff admit- 
ted that he and the defendants had been formerly joint, but that a separation 
took place so far back as 11 years, 11 months and 22 days, and that this pro- 
perty, in the course of that separation, had been taken posseasion of by the 
defendant, and the plaintiff from that date to this had never had any possession 
of it. ; l 

The plaintiff gives no explanation asto the cause of this extraordinary 
circumstance, but, alleges that this property was a portion of the ancestral 
property, and that he is entitled to his share of it. The case was remanded 
to the Judge, in order that he should inquire very carefully into the ques- 

' tion of this possession, but the Judge was of opinion that slight evidence, 
if credible, was sufficient, considering the difficulties under which the plaintiff 


* Special Appeal, No 1581 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Judge of Midnapore, 
dated the 27th March 1868, affirming a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of that dis- 
trict, dated the 28th May 1866. f ee 
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must, under the circumstances, be in’ proving his case, , Whatever may be 1868, 
these difficulties, it is evidently the plaintiff himself who has by long delay and Jacananpnu 
sleeping over his case, allowed such difficulties to intervene in the proof of-Das Gamen. 
his suit, . ! TRA 
On special ‘appeal it is urged before us, that the evidence upon which the Seek une 
\ Judge has decided that the plainitiff has proved his possession, is only general ey oa 
evidence to the fact that before the separation in 1261 (1854) the brothers TRA, 
$ were in joint possession. It is not specific evidence; it does not allude to 
\ any specific acts of ownership; in fact, it in no way really proves that within 
` 12 years of the date of suit the plaintiff had any possession in this particular 
property. 
After hearing the pleaders for both sides, we are of opinion that this conten- 
tion is good, and that the evidence is altogether insufficient. It may be that 
it is almost impossible to produce evidence on that point now, but for this the 
e plaintif has only himself to blame; he certainly has not produced sufficient 
evidence, and his case must be dismissed on the point of limitation, We, there- 
fore, reverse the decision of the Judge, and decree this appeal with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice L. 8. Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 1800 


SONATAN ROY anv axoraun (Piamvrrvvs)e, ANANDA KUMAR MOOKERJER _ Fey. 4 
AND OTHERS (DEFENDANTS. )* 


Juristiction—Kabuliat—Act X. of 1859, 8. 28, ch 1. 


A mit tp set aside a decree passed by a Deputy Collector, for executing a kabuliat in 
favor of the defendant, and for a declaration that the land in suit pertains to the talook of a 
third party, is not cognizable by the Civil Court. 

- By clause 1, section 23, Act X. of 1859, the exclusive cognizance of suits by a xemindar 
againat his ryot to obtain a kabuliat, is reserved to the Court of the Collector, 


Tas was a suit for the reversal of a judgment of the Deputy Collector, 
ordering the plaintiff to execute a kabuliat in favor of the defendant, and 
also for a declaration that the jummai land, the subject-matter of the present 
suit, appertains to Belia Kistobati, and not to Ramchandrapur, the estate 
of the defendants. 

The defendants set up, in their ,written statement, that the suit was not 
cognizable by the Civil Court. 

, The Moonsiff held, that as the suit was not for rent, but for declaration of 
title to land, it was cognizable by the Civil Court, and throwing the onus of 
proof upon the defendants, passed a decree in favor of the plaintiff. 


* Special Appeal, No. 1702 of 1868, from a decree of the Judge of West Burdwan, dated 
the 27th of Maroh 1868, reversing a decree of the Moonsiff of that district, dated the 15th 
of January 1868. 
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On appeal, the Judge reversed the decision, on the ground, that the onus of 


Sonaran Roy proof had been wrongly thrown on the defendant, and that the plaintiff's 


v. 
ANANDA 


evidence was insufficient to prove his case. . 


Kumar Moo- The plaintif appealed to the High Oourt. 


KERJEE, 


1869 


Feby. 16, 


Baboo Banshidhar Sen for appellant. 

Baboo Khetira Mohan Mookerjee for respondent. 

The judgment of the Court was delivered by 

JACKSON, J.—This was a suit by Sonatan Roy and others, who occu- 


pied some parcels of land, to set aside a judgment of the Deputy Collector, by’ 


which they were ordered to execute a kabuliat in favor of the defendant, 
Ananda Kumar Mookerjee, and to have it declared that the lands in question 
belonged to an estate called Kistobati, and not to anestate called Ramchandra- 
pur. This suit appears to have been entertained by the Courts below, and 
to have been decided by the lower Appellate Court, on the merits, in favor of 
the defendant, 

The plaintiff now appeals specially to us upon a ground which it seems to 
me it is unnecessary to go into, because, I am of opinion, that this suit could 
not be maintained in the Civil Court. The decision of the Deputy Collector, 
which it is sought to set aside, was a decision in a suit brought by a zemindar 
against his ryot to obtain a kabuliat, that is a suit of which the exclusive 
cognizance is reserved by clause 1, section 23, Act X. of 1859 to the Court of 
the Collector, and except by way of appeal as provided by that Act is declar- 
ed to be not cognizable by any other Court, by any other officer, or in any 


` other manner. That appears to me effectually to bar the cogiizance of the 


Civil Court for the purpose of setting aside the decision. _ 

I can easily conceive a case in which a neighbouring zemindar might find 
himself aggrieved by a decision of the Collector adjudging that a particular 
ryot is to execute a kabuliat in respect of lands held by him in favor of 
the zemindar of another estate, and in that case probably an action would 
be maintainable by the zemindar so aggrieved, in order to declare his title to 
the lands in question. That is not the present suit. I think this suit ought, 
therefore, to have been dismissed, and that, consequently, the special appeal 
must fail on this ground. The appeal, therefore, is dismissed with costs, 

Mazrxzr, J.—I also think that this suit is not maintainable. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr, Justioe Hobhouse. 
MIR HABIB SOBHAN (Perrriowsr) v. MAHENDRA NATH ROY (Orrosrra Parry.)* 
Superiniendence—Arrears of Rent—Revival of Sai—Act X. of 1859, s. 58, 


A suit for arrears of rent was dismissed by the Deputy Collector for default under 
section 54, Act X. of 1859. 


* Motion, No. 124 of 1868, against the order of the Additional Judge of Jessore, dated 
the 8rd Angust 1868. oe 
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Thereupon a fresh suit was brought by the same plaintiff for the recovery of the said 1869 
arrears, and a decree was obtained. On appeal, the Judge reversed the decision of the ar Hanm 
Deputy Collector, and dismissed the suit. Ë - BOBHAN 

The plaintiff then applied, under section 58, Act X. of 1859, for revival of the former Peds ar 
suit, but the Deputy Collector rejected the application. On appeal, the Judge held that the Narn Roy. 
suit might be revived, and remanded the case for trial. 

The High Court, under its general power of superintendence, set aside the order of the 

3 Judge as passed wıthout jurisdiction, holding, that, although the Deputy Collector had 
` formerly struck off the case under section 64, yet it was, in fact, an order under section 
\ 56, and, therefore, under section 68, Act X. of 1859, no appeal lay to the Judge. 


i Baboo Bhawani Charan Duit moved to make absolute a rule nisi issued 
upon a petition by Mir Habib Sobhan, which stated :— 

Tuar Mahendra Nath Roy had instituted a suit against him for arrears of rent 
for the years 1271 and 1272, in the Deputy Collector's Court of Zilla Jessore ; 
and that on the day of hearing, viz., the 28rd of April 1866, the suit had been 

° dismissed for default ; that Mahendra Nath Roy had, therefore, on the 18th May, 
brought a fresh suit for the recovery of the same rent, and obtained a decree in 
the first Court on the 80th June 1866, which was on the 4th April 1867 reversed 
on appeal by the Zilla Judge of Jessore, who held that plaintiff's former suit 
having been dismissed for default under section 55, Act X. of 1859, his proper 
remedy was, by an application for the revival thereof under section 58, Act X. 
of 1859. 

That, subsequently, on the 18th April 1867, the plaintiff applied for the revi- 
val of the former snit ; and that his application was on the 6th May 1867 dis- 
missed by the Deputy Collector, which order was set aside by the Additional 
Judge of the district of Jessore, and the suit revived on the Srd August 1868. 

The petitioner submitted that, when the plaintiff, according to the provisions 
of section 58, Act X. of 18659, failed to apply for revival of his suit, within 
15 days, from the date of the Oollector’s order, the Additional Judge of the 
Jessore district had no jurisdiction to entertain his application. Moreover, 
when the Deputy Collector did not try the case under section 58, Act X. of 
1859, the order passed by him was final, and not appealable to the Judge. 

A rule was issued on the 13th November 1868, “ calling on the other side 
to shew cause (within 15 days of service) why the order of the Additional 
Judge, dated the 8rd August last, should not be set aside for defect of juris- 
diction.” 


Baboo Ashutosh Chatlerjee (Baboo Chandra Madhab Ghose with him) 
shewed cause. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Hosxovsn, J. (After stating the facts).—We think this rule must be made 
absolute. Mahendra Nath has now shewn cause, but, we think, ineffectually, His 
pleader cgnjends that, although the order of the Deputy Collector of the 28rd 
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April 1866 was an order which the Deputy Collector had jurisdiction to pass, 
yot that it was expressly an order passed under the provisions of section 54 
Act X. of 1859; and that being an order passed under that section, either he 
had liberty, with reference to the provisions of that section, to bring a 
fresh suit, or, at the least, is was an order which, by its-terms, misled him, and 
that, therefore, we ought not to exercise our extraordinary jurisdiction by 
setting aside the judgment which necessarily, in his opinion, followed on that 
order. 

We remark that the terms of sections 55 and 68 of Act X. of 1859 are 
absolute and unmistakeable. Section 55 says, that ‘if, on the day fixed for the 
appearance of the defendant, the defendant only appears, then the Collector 
shall pass judgment against the plaintiff by default.” Section 68 declares that 
no appeal lies against a judgment passed against a plaintiff by default ; but in 
such a case, if the party against whom judgment may be given shall appear, 
within 16 days from the Collector's order, and if the plaintiff shew good and 
sufficient cause for his previous non-appearance, then the Collector may revive 
the suit. 

It is quite clear, therefore, that, although the Deputy Collector may have mis- 
quoted the law (in fact, he did go), and may have fancied that he was proceeding 
under section 54 of the Act, yet, as a matter of fact and law, he could only have 


í proceeded under the provisions of section 55 of that Act; and when he had so 


proceeded, no appeal lay to the Judge, nor could any fresh suit be instituted, but 
the plaintiffs only remedy was to apply for the revival of the case, within 15 
days from the date of the Deputy Collector's order, that is to say, within 15 
days from the 28rd April 1866; and upon the admitted facts of the case, it is 
clear that the plaintiff did not appear at all within the 16 days referred to. 
This being so, it is clear that when, on the 6th May 1867, the Deputy Collector 
rejected the plaintiff's application to revive the case, he was quite right in so 
rejecting it, andthe Judge's order of the 3rd August 1868 direeting the revival 
of the case was passed without jurisdiction. But the pleader for Mahendra 
Nath Roy contends that, although we ought probably to set this decision aside, 
yet we ought, in justice, because the Deputy Collector misled his client, in the 
first instance, to restore the parties to their original position. 

We do not think that we can do this; because if we do so, that would be in 
effect to say that, although, by reason of the plaintiff not appearing to revive the 
case within 15 days of the 25th April 1866, the Deputy Collector had no juris- 
diction to revive it, yet we ought to say now he might revive it.. This, clearly, 
we cannot say. We can only say that the Judge’s decision of the 3rd August 
1868 was passed without jurisdiction, and must be set aside. 

We think that the petitioner must get his costa of this application. 


45 May, 
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Before Mr. Justics Bayley and Mr, Justice Hobhouse, 


AMRA NASHYA (DEFENDANT) PETITIONER v. GAGAN SHUTAR (PLAINTIFF) 
Oprosrre PARTY,* 
Superintendence—Act X. of 1859, 8. 25—Appeal—Delay 

No appeal lies to the Judge of the Zilla Court from a decision of the Collector, under 
section 25, Act X. of 1859, 

Delay in preferring an appeal should be explained. . 

The High Court, under its general power of superintendence, set aside an order of a 
lower Appellate Court, admitting an appeal filed beyond time, on the ground, that the lower 
Appellate Court had no-jurisdictign to entertain an appeal passed by the Collector, under 
section 25, Act X. of 1859. 


Baroo Zswar Chandra Chuckerbutty moved to make absolute a rale issued 
on a petition, dated 31st August 1868, by the defendant, which stated :—That 
the Collector of Bogra--dismissed the plaintiff's case on the 30th of June 
1864; that a considerable time, after the said decision of the Collector was 
‘passed, an appeal was preferred to the Judge of Rungpore; and that the 
Judge, on hearing the appeal on the 27th of May 1868, reversed the decision 
of the Collector, and gave the plaintiff a decree for ejecting the petitioner 
from his tenure ;—and prayed for a reversal of the order of the Judge, upon the 
grounds that the Judge bad no jurisdiction to try the appeal,} the} plaintiffs 
application having been under aection 25, Act X. of 1859; and that the appeal 
had been admitted beyond time. 

Upon which a rule was issued on the 8th September 1868, for “the other 
side to show cause, within fifteen days after service, why the order of the 
Judge should not be set aside.” 


Baboo Krishna Dayal Roy shewed cause. 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Baxxey, J.—This rule must be made absolute with costs. It was granted 
for the other party to show cause why the order of the Judge should not be 
set aside for want of jurisdiction. 

It is quite clear that the application was made to the Collector, under sec- 
tion 25, Act X. of 1859, and was decided under that section ; and, consequently, 
no appeal lay to the Judge. 

Itis said by the opposite party that there was only a misquotation of the 
section; and that, in fact, the case was decided under clause 5, section 23 of 


that Act, Buteuch does not appear to us to be the case. The two sections 


* Rule Nisi, or Motion No. 128 of 1869, against the order of the Judge of Rungpore, dated 
the 27th May 1868, reveraing the decision of the Collector of Bogra, dated the 80th June 
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are quite distinct; and on any application made and decided, as this was 
We would further observe that the admission of the appeal on the 27th 
May 1868, from a decision of the Collector of the 80th June 1864, on the 
ground that Act X. of 1859 was not then sufficiently understood, was not a 
proper reason; and as the delay itself was not explained, the Judge's oran 
admitting the appeal was incorrect. 
The rule is made absolute with costs. 


# 


Before Mr, Justice Bayley and Mr, Justice Hobhouse. oF 


AMANAT ALI CHOWDHRY (ONE or THE DEFENDANTS) v MUSSEN ALI 
(Pramrrr.)* ` 


Res*judicata—Possession—Act VIII of 1859, s. 2~Act X. of 1859, 2 25. 


” The defendant had obtained an order under section 25, Act X., of 1859, to eject the 
plaintiff, who now sued in the Civil Court for recovery of possession, 
Held, that section 2, Act VILL of 1859 does not bar the suit. 


Baboos Purna Chandra Shome and Hem Chandra Banerjee for appellant. 
Baboo Girija Sankar Mozoomdar for respondent, 
Tan facts are fully set out in the judgment of Justice Hobhouse. 


Baxusy, J.—In this case the ground taken before us in special appeal, is 
that, as this was a suit to set aside a decree of the Revenue Court, under sec- 


“tion 25, Act X. of 1859, the suit cannot at all lie. 


Iam, however, of opinion that there cannot be a decree under section 26. 
That section only contemplates an order passed by the Revenue Court. It is 
true that before such on order is passed, the Collector may, for the purpose of 
satisfying himself as to the propriety of granting theapplication for ejectment 
made under that section, investigate the facta, receive all the evidence bearing 
upon them, and enter into all the forms of a judicial enquiry, but still his deci- 
sion upon it is but an order, an appeal from which under section 25 lies to the 
Commissioner, and not tothe Judge. This view is borne out by the Full 
Bench ruling in the cage of Phillip v. Shibnath Mattra (1). 

I would add that there might be a suit for ejectment (as laid down in the 
Full Bench ruling) under clause 5, section 23, Act X. of 1859, and there an 
appeal would lie tothe Judge, and the decree would have the effect of that 
in a regular suit for the trial of the matter. 


* Special Appeal, No. 1809 of 1868, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of 


Chittagong, dated the 11th March 1868, aii a decree of the Sudder Moonsiff of that 
district, dated 20th August 1867. 


(1) Case No. 7 of 1862; Ist July 1863, 
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In this view I would dismiss this appeal with costs. 


Honwovsn, J.—I agree that this special appeal must be dismissed. The 
material facts are these :—-The defendant applied under section 26, Act X. 
of 1859, to obtain assistance to eject the present plaintiff. The plaintiff, at 
the heating of the application, set up certain pottas, and the defendants certain 
kabulints, The Collector thought that the present defendants’ kabuliats were 
established, and on the 14th September 1866 ordered that the present plaintiff 
should be ejected. i : 


1 „The present plaintiff therefore, sued to recover possession, to have the 
| kabuliat set aside, and the above pottas established. The Courts below have 
` found the pottas in favor of the plaintiff, and have given him a decree. 


The: defendanta appeal specially, urging that, under section 2, Act VIL. of 

1859, the plaintiffs suit is barred. The question, therefore, is whether the 
order of the Collector, of date the 14th September 1866, was an order passed 

7 in a suit, and was an order passed by a Oourt of jurisdiction competent to 
determine the present plaintiffs rights under the pottas. The Full Bench 
ruling, quoted by Mr. Justice Bayley, seems to me conclusively to have held 

that (in the words of that decision) “an order passed by the Collector upon 

“an application made under section 25, is not a judgment in a suit, or an 
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“order passed in the course of a suit and relating to the trial thereof,” but is . 


simply a ministerial order not affecting the rights of the parties, on which an 

appeal lies not to a Civil Court but to a ministerial officer, the Commissioner. 
This being so, itis quite clear to me that the point in this case was not 

res-judicata, and the special appellant, therefore, has no ground for his appeal 


I concur, therefore, in dismissing with cost. S 


Before Alr. Justice Loch and Mr. Justice Hobhouse. 


RANI DURGA SUNDARI (Darexpant) v. BRINDABAN CHANDRA SIRKAR 1869 
CHOWDHRY AND ANOTHER (PLAINTIFFS, )* Feby. 24, 


Right of Occupancy—Tranaferable Tenure. 


A transfer of a mere right of occupancy gives no title to the transferee against the 
zemindar, 


° 


Baboos Ashutosh Dhur and Debendia Chandra Ghose for appellant. 
Baboos AMfukendra Lal Shome and Turak Nath Sen for respondents. 


* Special Appeal, No. 1789 of 1868, from a docrec of the Officiating Additional Judge of 
Jessore, dated 16th April 1868, reversing a deciee of the Sudder Ameen of that district, 
dated the 28th September 1866. 
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1869 Hosnovsn, J.—In this case the plaintiff sues to recover khas possession of 
Rant Duroa certain land. It was alleged that Mr. Mackenzie held these lands babundbust, 
SUNDARI i. e„ without any agreement, up to the year 1271, when he died; and on the 
Barvnanaw other hand, the defendant stated that he had purchased these lands from 
Cenk BUR Mackenzie on the 27th June 1864, -corresponding with the 15th Ashar 
DHURY, 1271, and had by this purchase acquired a kaimi right, which the plaintiff 
could not disturb by obaining khas possession. 
The issue was, was the disputed land under permanent jumma right in the 
possession of Mr. Mackenzie ? 
The lower Court held, that because Mr. Mackenzie and the present defend-  , 
ant had been in occupation of the land for more than 12 years, that occupation 
. could not be disturbed; and, therefore, dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit. 

On appeal, the lower Appellate Court held, that Mr. Mackenzie's tenure had 
been what is called otbundi tenure; that the defendant holding it under the, 
game tenure held it no otherwise than as an otbundi ryot, and so had no right 
of occupancy; and the plaintiff was, therefore, entitled to oust him, and the 
lower Appellate Court, therefore, gave plaintiffs a decree for khas possession. 

Several objections are urged against this decree in special appeal, and wa 
are bound to say that the decision of the lower Appellate Court, upon the 
grounds given by the Court for the decision, cannot stand, for we think that 
the lowazima papers of 1268 and 1269, on which the lower Appellate 
>: x Court relied, were not legal evidence against the:defendant; but, on other 

grounds, we think that the decision of the lower Appellate Court must stand 
. as a decision correct in law, though not exactly for the reasons which the 
lower Appellate Court gives. 

We think it has ‘been decided conclusively in Ajodhya Prasad v. Imam 
Bandi (1), which is exactly in point as to the facts of this case, that a mere 
right of occupancy, derived from a person who had only.a right of occu- ` 
pancy, and who on that ground only asserted a right of transfer, gives no 
title to the transferee against the zemindar. But the pleader, for the special 
appellant, contends that while Mr. Mackenzie thad some right, and while 
the plaintiff in this case failed-to prove what that right was, the defendant's 
ocoupancy cannot be disturbed. We do not concur in this proposition. The 
issue between the parties was, whether the defendant’s holding was a kaimi or 
permanent holding. It was clearly, therefore, upon the defendant to show that 
he had such a holding; and when he had only shown that his vendor Mr. 
Mackenzie had some right, that is to our mind obviously not sufficient to show 
that Mr. Mackenzie had the exact permanent right at issue between the 
parties. We think, therefore, that as no evidence was given to show that the. 
defendant had derived the right which he set up, the lower Appellate Court 

-> was justified in dismissing his case. Under such circumstances, we dismiss this 
special appeal with costs. i 


(1) Case No. 2609 of 1866 ; Bist May 1867, 
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Before Mr, Justice L. 8. Jackson and Myr. Justice Markby. 


KALI MOHAN CHATTERJEE (Drrenpant) v. KALI KRISHNA ROY CHOW- 
è DRY (Puamtwe.)* 


i Special Appeal—New Ground, 


In special appeal, a new ground may be taken, if it manifestly arises out of the facts 
alleged and admitted, whether pressed or not before the lower Appellate Court. 


Baboos Hem Chandra Banerjee and Ambika Charan Banerjee for appellant. 
Baboo Krishna Sakha Mookerjee for respondent. 


L. S. Jackson, JI think the decision of the Court below is clearly wrong. 
The defendant held a piece of land from the plaintiff in the‘midst of lands 
used for building purposes, in fact, in the centre of a town. On that land 
the defendant's house was built, and the plaintiffs sued to enhance the rent. 
Judgment having gone against the defendant in the Court of first instance, he > 
appealed to the Judge, on the ground that the provisions of Act X. would 
not apply to such acase. We find no trace in the judgment of the lower 
Appellate Court of any consideration being given to this ground of appeal; but 
whether it was urged in argument or no, it was one which manifestly arose out 
of the facts alleged and admitted, and which ought not to have been overlooked 
by the lower Appellate Court. It seems quite clear that Act X. will not apply 
to such a case; and whatever may be the effect of our decision on the relations 
between the parties in respect of those lands, I think we are obliged to say 
that the suit for enhancement ought to have been dismesed. The decision of 
the Court below will, therefore, be reversed, and this special appeal allowed 
with costs. 


Mazxny J.—I am of the same opinion. I think this is an objection which, 
whether it was preased or not in the Court below, it is impossible to avoid, 
because, as it appears to me, the whole proceedings have been misconceived. 
It is impossible for us to say whether the rules of enhancement laid down in 
Act X. have been rightly applied, when those rules have no application to the 
question in this suit. I should always be very unwilling to allow any new 
ground to be taken in special appeal, but this is one which, it seems to me, we 
are ourselves bound to notice. 

* Special Appeal, No. 2203 of 1868, from a decree of the Additional Judge af Hooghly, 
dated the 6th May 1868, affirming a decree of the Deputy Collector of that district, dated 
the Bist Jagugry 1868. 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 
THE QUIEN v. RAMGOBIND CHUCKERBUTTY. 
Certificate Tax—Fine—Neglect. 


The fine imposed under section 17, Act IX. of 1868, for neglect to take outa certificate, 
must not be less than twice the amount for which such certificate shonld be taken out. 


Tus judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Norman, J.—This was a proceeding under section 17 of Act IX. of 1868, 
for penalties to which the defendant was alleged to be liable for not taking 
out a certificate and paying for the same within seven days after the service 
upon him of a notice by the Collector requiring him to do so. 

. The Deputy Magistrate of Mymensingh, Mr. Andrew, says, defendant could 
have told a servant to pay the assessment. He was guilty of a pardonable 
neglect for not doing so. Accordingly, he ordered him to pay the assesament, 
Rs. 16, and a fine of one rupee. 

The Collector of License Tax brought the matter to the notice of the Magis- 
trate, Mr. Alexander, and eventually an application was made to thia Court on 
behalf of the Government of Bengal, -praying that the record might be sent 
for, under section 404 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, on the ground that 

“the conviction was illegal, inasmuch as the Magistrate had no power to remit 
siny portion of the fine, being bound, under the 17th section, to impose on every 
offender, on conviction, a fine equal to twice the sum mentioned on such notice. 
We have sent for the record. We are of opinion that the contention of the 
Government pleader ia correct. We should not have had any hesitation in 
quashing the conviction, and remitting the case to the Magistrate for a fresh 
trial, but that Baboo Anukul Ohandra Mookerjee, on the part of the Govern- 
ment, states, that the Goverment does not desire to press the case further as 


against the party convicted. 





Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E, Jackson, 


RAMSAHAYA SING AND OTHERS (Prarxtirrs) v. SYUD MUZHAR ALI AND OTHERS 
(DEFENDANTS. )* 


Partition—Regulation XIX. of 1814— Civi Suit, 


Where a partition of an estate under Regulation XTX, of 1814 has been carried out, and 
confirmed by the Revenue authorities, it seems that one shareholder cannot matatain a suit 
in the Civil Cowt to have it declared that he is entitled to a share larger than he claimed 
in the partation proceedings. 

+ Special Appeal, No. 1898 of 1868, from a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of 
Bhagulpore, dated the 18th April 1868, 1everamg a decree of the Moonauff of Tegra, dated 


the 27th of August 1867. 
ee 
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Baboo Budh Sen Sing for appellanta. 1869 
RAMSAHAYA 
Baboos Girish Chandra Ghose, Nilmadhab Sen, and Dwarkanath Sen for res- Sing 
pondents, i Syup Moztaz 


ALI 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


| Norman, J.—We are strongly inclined to think that this suit is not main- 

tainable at all. The facts are, that in the year 1274 a batwara, or partition, of 
two estatés paying revenue to the Government, called Ibrahimpore and Doulut- 
pore, took place. The several shareholders received allotments equal to’3 
annas 10 gandas, 9 annas 4 gandas, and 3 annas 6 gandas and odd cowries. 
The present plaintiffs obtained a share of 3 annas 6 gandas. 


By Regulation XIX. of 1814, section 4, clause 3, it is enacted that, if one, or 
two, or more proprietors of joint estate shall be desirous to haye separate pos- 
session of his or their respective share or shares, “or if two or more of them 
«e “shall be desirous to have their shares separated, and to hold them as a joint 

“ estate, they are to make a written application for that purpose to the Collect- 
“or, &c. The Collector, on receipt of the application, shall publish an adver- 
“ tisement, notifying the same to all parties concerned, and specifying that he - 
“ shall proceed to make the division applied for in fifteen days from the date of 
. ‘the publication of the advertisement, unless any person or persons in posses- 
“sion of the estate, or any part thereof, shall, before the expiration of that ` 
“time, deny, by a writing under his or their seals and signatures, and attested 
“by two credible witnesses, the right of such claimant or claimants to the 
“ share or shares so claimed by him or them. In case of any such objection, 
“the Collector is not to proceed to the division, until the disputed title be 
“ established in a Court of Justice, or admitted by the party or parties so dis- 
“ puting it, by a writing to that effect under his or their seals and signatures, 
“ and attested by four credible witnesses.” Two objections were taken to the 
partition, but the objections now raised were not then taken. The partition was 
eventually confirmed by the Commissioner under the powers conferred by sec- 
tion 20 of Regulation XIX. of 1814, as modified by Regulation I. of 1829, sec- 
tion 4, The Collector put the parties in possession of the estates respectively 
allotted to them, as provided for by sections 19 and 20 of Regulation XLX. of 
1814. In the present suit the plaintiffs seek to re-open the questions which were 
` then decided. They allege that the shares to which they are entitled are larger 
than those alleged on the one side, and admitted by them to have been their 
shares at the time of the partition. We entertain great doubt as to whether the 
suit is maintainable at all, and the doubt is strengthened by the rulings of this 
Courtin Shaikh Zaker Alh Chowdhry v. Jugdessurea (1), Rughoobur Sing v. Huree 
Pershad (2). Prima facie, the decision of the Commissioner on the question of 
partition is final, and we cannot see that any ground for re-opening the question 


Pail 


(1) 1 W. Ry age, (2) 6 W. Rọ 75. 
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1869 is even suggested. We need not go into that question and decide it, because we 
“Ramsanaya STe of opinion that the special appellants have wholly failed to show that the - 

Sie Principal Budder Amcen was wrong in any points in which it is suggested in 
brea Moznan the grounds of special appeal that he has committed errors in law. It appears 
to us that there is no ground for supposing that the Principal Sudder Ameen ; 
did not consider the report of the amin. The report of the amin does not 
shew that the defendants were in actual possession of the shares now claimed 
by them previous to the date of the batwara. i 

The Principal Sudder Ameen is quite right in saying that 7 cowries awarded 
by the Moonsiff out of the 9 annas pati in Ibrahimpore, were not claimed in 
the plaint, and he was quite justified in rejecting the copy of the hissanama; 
the original not having been produced or proved in any way, 

It is very difficult in this special appeal, owing to the great confusion in the 
case, to form a satisfactory opinion as to the real merits of it. We can only say. 
that we see no reason to conclade that the decision of the Principal Sudder 
Ameen is not right. The appeal will be dismissed with separate sets of costs ps 
payable to the diferent respondents who have appeared. 


VAAL. 


2- 
x Before Mr. Justice L. S, Jackson and Mr. Justice Markby. 
1869 MOHAMMED HOSSEIN (DerexDanT) v. RAJA AKHAYA NARAYAN PAL 
March 5, (PLAINTIBE.)* 


Jurisdiction—Objection—Appellate Court. 
o 


The defendant objected to the jurisdiction in the first Court, but took no objection to the 
jumsdiction before the lower Appellate Court, 
Held, that objection to the jurisdiction was waived. 


Mr R. E. Twidale for appellant. 

Buboo Mahendra Lal Shome for respondent. 

Tue judgment of the Court was delivered by ., 

Maxxsy, J.—In this case the plaintiff, having borrowed money from the 
defendant, gave his zemindari in farm to the defendant, who was to reimburse 
himself from the proceeds, paying to the plaintiff rupees 300 a year as malikana. 


This suit is brought to recover some arrears of that allowance. 


* Special Appeal, No. 581 of 1868, from a decree of the Officiating Judge of Midnapore, 
dated the 18th December 1867, affirming a decree of the Principal Sudder Ameen of that 
district, dated the 18th June 1867. ee 
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The two lower Courts, ‘in this case, have given a decision in favor of the 1869 
plaintiff, and the only ground on which we are asked to set that decision aside, Monnan 
is that the Civil Court has no jurisdiction to try the case. oes 

The defendant objected to the jurisdiction in the first Court, but took no ERF Anaya 
objection to the jurisdiction in the lower Court of appeal. 

Without determining the question whether the Civil Court or the Revenue 
Court is the proper tribunal in this case, I think, that, under such circum- 

4 stances, we ought not to set aside a decision which we must presume to be cor- 

é rect on the merits. I think that for the purpose of this appeal we ought to con- 

} sider the objection to the jurisdiction as waived, Whether or no the defendant 
can take this objection in any other form, it is not necessary to say. 

I think the appeal ought to be dismissed with costs. 


p Jacxsos, J.—I concur in this judgment. b 
° 
le oo 
Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Afr. Justice Hobhouse, A 
MAHIMA CHANDRA ROY (ONE OF THE JuDGMEXT-pEBTORS) v. PYARI MOUAN 1869 
CHOWDHRY AND ANOTHER (DECREE-OLDERS.)* March, 9, 


Jurisdiction—Execution, 

Where two joint decree-holders, cach interested in an cight-anua share in a money decree, 
issued joint execution, and one of them after the death of the other, received the whole 
amount due under tho decies, Aeld, that this was only satisfaction as respects half of 
the decree, and that the representatives of the deceased were entitled to issue execution for 
the remaining half. 


Baboo Gupinath Mookerjee for appellant. 


Baboo Nalit Chandra Sen for respondents. 
Tus judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Honxovusr, J.—One Shama Sundari sued the judgment-debtor, who is the 
special appellant before us, for a certain sum of money, and got a decree in her 
own name on the 6th September 1862. The judgment-debtor appenled to the 
Judge; and during the hearing of that appeal, one Ramkishor Chowdhry was 
made a co-regpondent with Shama Sundari to the extent of an eight-anna share 
in the money decree. - 


* Miscellaneous Special Appeal, No. 21 of 1869, from a decree of the Judge of Dacca, 
dated the 27th October 1868, reversing a decree of the Subordinate Judge of that district, 
dated the Ath k une 1868, 
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1869 On the 28th May 1864, the Judge, after having made Ramkishor a co~ 
Mana respondent, and thereby a co-plaintift in the case, dismissed the appeal, naming 
CANDIA RoY Ramkishor as one of the judgment-creditors in the decree, Thereupon 
Pyant Monan Ramkishor and Shama Sundari took outa joint execution of this deeree; ’ 
CuowDEEY. but ata certain time Ramkishor died, and the property of the judgment- 
debtor was attached by Shama Sundari alone; and this property was about 
to be sold, when Shama Sundari, on the 6th Chaitra 1274, putin a petition to . 
the effect that she had received the whole amount of the money due on the é 
decree, and the execution proceedings were thereupon stayed. s 

On the 25th Aghran 1275, Pyari Mohan Chowdhry, as representative of / 
Ramkishor Chowdhry, sued out execution of the decree to the extent of 
Ramkishor's eight-anna share in it. we 

The first Court considered that the decree had been satisfied by the pay- 
ment madæto Shama Sundari, and refused to allow Pyari Mohan to take out 

` execution proceedings; but the lower Appellate Court has held that payment 
to Shama Sundari was not a payment to Pyari Mohan, and has directed that’ 
Pyari Mohan be-allowed to proceed in the execution of his decree. 

The first objection taken in special appeal is that the Judge below was 
wrong in allowing the execution of Pyari Mohan to proceed, when no order 
had been passed by the Appellate Court giving to Ramkishor any share in the 
decretal amount. š 

* This contention, however, is based on an error of fact; for it has been . 
shewn to us that Ramkishor was made a co-respondent, and thereby a 
co-plaintiff in the Appellate Court, and was entered in the decree of that Court 

*, ag One of the judgment-creditors. : 
The two next objections go to the merits; and in them it is urged that, when , 
the judgment-debtor had paid one of the judgment-creditors, viz, Shama 
Sundari, there was s sufficient legal satisfaction of the debt, being a payment to a 
person who was the so-called principal decree-holder. The decree was in the, 
names of Shama Sundari and Ramkishor jointly, and the payment should have 
been made to them, either jointly or to each of them to the extent of their 
admitted shares. Now, here it appears, that there was an admitted share; 
Ramkishor being admittedly entitled to an eight-anna share of the money 
decree, and Shama Sundari to the other eight annas. If, therefore, itis a fact 
that the judgment-debtor paid the whole sixteen annas of tlie decree to Shama 
Sundari alone, that will not be s sufficient release for the eight annas admittedly 
due to Ramkishor, and, therefore, to his heir Pyari Mohan. 
We think, then, that the judgment of the lower Appellate Court was good 
in law, and we dismiss this special appeal with costs. 
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Before Alr, Justice L. 8. Jackson and Mr. Justice Marhby. 


UDAYA CHANDRA RANA (ONE OF THE DEFENDANTS) V. BHAJAIARI JANA, 
(Prarntirr.)* ~ 


Mortgage—Tacking. 
The English law of tacking is not recognized in the Courts of this country. 
Baboo Ashutosh Dhur for appellant. 
Baboos Hem Chandra Banerjee and Srinath Doss for respondent. 


Jackson, J.—The special appellant asks us to apply the principle of the 
English law of mortgage, which enables a mortgagee to tack on to the 
amount of his mortgage, any further liability of the mortgagor to him, a` 
principle which he does not show us has been ever recognized or adopted in 
the decisions of the Courts of this country. The appeal must be dismissed 
with costs, 


Makxsy, J.—I am of the same opinion. oa 





Bafore Mr. Justice Norman and ifr. Justics E. Jackson- 


GANGA NARAYAN CHOWDHRY (Prrrriover) o. PHUL MOHAMMED SIRKAR 
AND OTHERS (OProsITE Party.)t 


Execution—Limitation—Payments owt of Court, 


A decree-holder having sold a portion of his debtor's property, hia case in execution 
was struck off the file on 27th July 1865. On 9th September, he ngain applied for oxecu- 
tion, and was told to file a list of his debtor’s property. This he did not do; but on 2iat 
September, he filed a petition, alleging that he had received two small sums from persons 
owing money to his judgment-debtor. On 81st October, the case was struck off the file. 

On the 21st August 1868, he again applied for execution. The lower Court holding that 
the realizations made in September 1865, were not made through the Court, and, therefore, 
not in execution, declared further execution barred by limitation. Held, on appeal, by the 
High Court, that it was material to enquiie whether the petition of 9th Septomber 1865 
was bond fide presented with intention to proceed under it, and whether the moneys were 


really paid as alleged. , 
Baboo Khetranath Bose for petitioner. i R 
Baboos Debendra Narayan Bose and Anand Gopal Palit for opposite party. 


* Special Appeal, No. 2765 of 1868, from a decree of the Subordinate Judge of Midnapore, 
dated the 80th June 1868, reversing a decree of the Moonsiff of that district, dated the 10th 
March 1868. 


+ Miscellaneous Regular Appeal, No. 51 of 1869, from an order passed by the Subordi~ 
nate Judge of Dinagepore, dated the 8th December 1868. 
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Tas judgment of the Court was delivered by 

Norman, J.—In this case the appellant, in September 1866, had a decree 
for rupees 15,798. He had previously executed his decree, and sold a portion 
of the judgment-debtor'’s property. The execution case had been struck off 
on the 27th of July. On the 9th of September, in the same year, he present- 
ed a petition, alleging that it was necessary to execute his decree again, pray- 
ing that the amount might be realized by attachment and sale of the debtor's 
property. The order on that petition was, that the petitioner should give in 
a list of the debtor's property. He never gave a list; but, on the 2lat of 
September, put in a petition alleging that he had received rupees 58 from one 
person, and rupees 100 from another person, debtors of his judgment-debtor. 


‘On the 31st of October, the case was struck off the file. 


The application for execution in the present case was on the 21st of August 
1868. The Judge says that, in the petition of 9th Septeinber, it cannot be 
considered that he was acting in the execution of the decree, “ as he did not 
get the money through any proceeding of the Court,” and that no proceedings 


. had been taken to execute the decree before the present application for exe- 


April 9. 


cution; and that, accordingly, under section 20 of Act XIV. of 1859, no 
process of execution could now issue to enforce the decree. 

It is contended, on the part of the decree-holder, appellant, that he had 
previously sold all the judgment-debtor’s property, that he could not then 
find any other property of the judgment-debtor, and that in getting payment 
of these two sums from debtors of the judgment-debtor, he did everything 
then in his power to recover the amount of the decree. 

We cannot say, as a matter of Jaw, that the petition of the 9th of Septem- 
ber may not have been a proceeding to enforce the decree. But we entertain 
considerable doubt whether the procceding was really an attempt to enforce 
the decree, considering the very small amount, viz., about one per cent. of 
the amount due which was realized, and that no list of property was given in, 
or other steps taken to execute the decree. The Judge will take up the case 
and enquire whether the petition of 9th of September was bond fide presented 
by the decree-holder, with intent to proceed under it to enforce the judgment, 
and whether the money was really paid as alleged. With these observations 
the case will be remanded to the Judge. 


Before Mr. Justice Norman and Alr, Justice E. Jackson. 
PUTONA KOLITA AND ANOTHER (DEFENDANTS) v. MUTIA KOLITA (Puanrir).* 


Registration—Deeds of Gifta—Act XX. of 1866, ss. 17, 18. i 
All mstruments of gift of ummoveable property must be 1egistered whatever be the 
value of the property. - 


Baboo Mati Lal Mookerjee for appellant. 
The respondent was not represented. 


* Special Appeal, No. 1791 of 1868, from a decree of the Deputy Commissioner of 
Kamroop, dated the 2nd of April 1868, reversing a decree of the Moonsiff of that district, 
dated the 16th of December 1867, as 
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Norman, J.—It is clear to us, that the decision of this case must be reversed. 

The plaintiff sues to establish his title, under a deed of gift, of certain land 
obtained from the defendant. The lower Appellate Court holds, that the 
registration of the deed of gift is optional. ‘This appears to be a mistake 
The 17th section of Act XX. of 1866 enactsthat the whole of the instruments. 
enumerated shall be registered, provided the property to which they relate 
shall be situate in the district to which the Act came into operation. 

Among the instruments enumerated are instruments of gift of immovenble 
property. Itis a little remarkable that in enumerating the documents, of which 
registration is optional, in section 18, after the word instrument in clause 1 
the words “ other than an instrument of' gift,” which are found in clause 2 of 
the 17th section, are not repeated, as they should have been, and as the sense 
seems to require. The words “instrumenta of gift of immoveable property” 
in clause 17 are not qualified in eny way. They include all such instruments 
without any exception. We think that taking the two sections together, the 
meaning is that all intruments of gift of immoveable property must be registered, 
whatever be the value of the property. 

The decision of the lower Appellate Court is reversed with costs in this 
Court and in both the lower Courts. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Hobhouse, 


AZIZUNNISSA KHATUN AND ANOTHER (Jupement-Destors) V. SHASHI 
BHUSHAN BOSE AND OTHERS (DEOREE-KOLDERS.)* 


Joint-Decree—Act VIII of 1859, s. 207. 


Three persons obtained a joint decree, Two of them took out execution, and realized each 
his own share. The third applied for execution within thres years from the time of the last 


| proceedings taken by the other two; but after a lapse of three years from the last proceed- 


ings taken jointly by all three, 
Held, that under section 207, Act VIIL of 1859, there was no severance of the decree, and 
therefore, the proceedings taken by the two kept alive the decree. 


Baboo Nalit Chandra Sen for appellant. 
Baboos Bhawani Charan Dutt and Mohini Mohan Roy for respofidents, 


BAYLEY, J.—I think these appeals must be dismissed with costs. Itis neces- 
sary to premise by giving a few facts and dates. In the year 1846, a decree 
was passed in favor of the father of Lakhikant, Bepin Behari, and Nabin. 
Execution proceedings were taken out on the 27th April 1847. On the 13th 
June 1859, application was made by the above-mentioned three parties together 
for execution of the decree, and after this the case was struck off on the same 


+ Miscelleneous Special Appeals, Nos. 40, 41, 42, and 48 of 1869, from the decrees of the 
Judge of Dacca, dated 2nd December 1868, affirming the deorces of the Subordinate Judge . 
of that district, dated 24th July and 25th June 1868, respectively. 

ee . 


„4 


1869 


Puroxa 
Konta 

v. 
Muria -; 
KOLTA , 


1869 


April 13. 


48. 


1869 


AZIZUNAISSA 


KATUN 


v. 
Smasar BuU- 
BRAN BOSE. 


° 


s Ben. Law Re 
ig 15 June, 1% 
2 


HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, CALCUTTA [B. L. R. 


day. On the 26th March 1863, Lakhikant and Bepin Behari filed a petition, 
asking for execution of the decree, as for their recognized share of 6 annas 6 
gandas 2 cowries and 2 krants each. Next, the plea of limitation was raised 
by one of the judgment-debtors, but the plea was finally overruled by the High 
Court, on the 30th July 1867. On the 8th January 1868. the third decree- 
holder, Nabin, applied for execution of the decree; andon his decease, his 
sons appeared to represent him in March of the same year; but it was pleaded 
that limitation barred the decree, there not having been any effective proceed- 
ings taken within the three years next preceding the last application for exe- 
cution. 

It is argued that there was a severance of the decree by the separate appli- 
cation made in March 1868 on the part of Lakhikant and Bepin Behari; and 
that, as they took out execution of the joint decree not in its entirety, but 
each of his own share, the entirety of that decree and of its execution was 
destroyed. I am of opinion that this plea is untenable, and that the case is 
clearly governed by the decisionsin Kowar Narain Roy v. Sreenath Mitler (1); 
Roy Preonath Chowdry v. Prannath Roy Chowdhry (2); Johiroonissa Khatoon v. 
Amiroonissa Khatoon (8). I would also remark that the terms of section 207, Act 
VIL of 1859, are clear on this point: “If there be two or more decree-holders, 
“ ons or more of them may make the application, if the Court shall see sufficient 
“‘eduse for allowing him or them to make such application, and the Court 
“shall, in such case, pags such order as it may deem necessary for protecting 
“the interests of the other decree-holdera”; and also in the case of Ram 
Sahaya. Sing v. Degan Sing (4), it is ruled by a Full Bench construction of the 
“section that, if a question arise on any subsequent application from what period 
“ the three years shall date, it will date from the last of the proceedings, either 
“ a bond fide application or the last act done by the party, by the Court, or 
“by the officer of the Court, in furtherance of the application.” I think the 


original decree was not severed by any act of the separate decree-holders , 


in this case. There was no express agreement for severance; and as to 
an implied agreement, nothing has been urged, except the bare fact that 
Nabin, subsequently, came in and asked for the realization of his portion 
of the joint decree after that his brothers had already taken out execution of 
their portiga of the decree. Moreover, I do not think that the plea as to the 
decrée being severed is sound, because, reverling to the character of the 
decree as one entire decree, and looking to the provisions of the Procedure 
Code in section 207, that in a joint decree one or more of the decree- 
holders may be allowed to sue out his or their share of the joint decree, I 
sm led to think that, after Lakhikant and Bepin Behari had sued out exe- 
cution of their shares in the joint decree, there remained the one-third share 
of Nabin in the same existing joint decree for execution; in other words, I do 
not think that the mere fact of two, out of the three sharers in a joint 


(1) 9 W.B, 485, (8) 6 W. RB, CL R) 59. 
(2) 8 W. R., 100. (4) Case No. 778 of 1865; i1th September 1886, 
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decree having taken out execution of their shares, joint decree became severed 
thereby, and lost its character as an entire joint decree as regards the share of 
the third decree-holder. There is nothing to shew that the three decree- 
holders, brothers, in this case, came in, stating that the alleged decree was ori- 
ginally joint, and that they wished it severed according to their respective 
shares in it. The case of Nobin Chunder Bose v. Radhabulixb Ghosami (1) 
is, I may here mention, one in which there was an express agreement be- 
tween the parties for the severance of their joint interests in the decree; but, 
irrespective of that, I do not think that a decision under a different procedure 
can be cited as a precedent under the new Code, 

Hoswovas, J—The material facts are these :—Lakhikant, Bepin Behari, 
and Nabin were the proprietors of a decree, and they jointly, up to the 
13th June 1869, kept that decree alive. This is admitted by the pleader 
of the special appellant. .Then, in December 1861, and in 1862, and in 
the present application, Lakikant and Bepin Behari executed this decree 
so far as their shares of it were concerned; but between the 18th June 
1869 and the 8th January 1868, Nabin took no proceedings in execution. 
On this state of facta it is contended that the proceedings of the two share- 
holders of 1861 and 1868, even if they be good in law, are not sufficient to 
keep alive the decree so far as regards the share of Nabin. Reading the provi- 
sions of section 20, Act XIV. of 18659, together with those of section 207 of 
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v 
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Act VIIL of 1859, and looking to the precedents of this Court which Mr. ` 


Justice Bayley has quoted, and which I agree with him in thinking to be in 
point, I am of opinion that the first objection is not tenable. ` 

The second objection is that the proceeding of the 30th December 1861 was 
not a proceeding in good faith, and, therefore, that it was not, under the Full 
Bench ruling, a proceeding sufficient to keep the decree alive ; but looking to 
the record of this case and to the judgment of the Courts below, it is quite 
clear that this objection was not taken in those Courts in the shape in which 
it is now taken here ; and as it is an objection which depends upon facta which 
had to be found, and have not been found, I think, that we cannot entertain 
it in special appeal. 

The result, then, of our decision is, that all these appeals are dismissed with 
costs. 





Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson, 
NITTA KOLITA AND oTHERS (PLanrrirs) v. BISHNURAM KOLITA (DEFENDANT.)}* 
Limitation—Act VIII of 1859, 2. 246. 


Certain lands were attached under a decree against the ancestor of the plaintiffs, but 
on the intervention of the defendant, under section 246, Act VIIL of 1859, they were re- 
leased to him. 


* Special Appeal, No. 2047 of 1868, from a decree of the Judicial Commissioner of Assam, 
dated the 5th August 1808, affirming a decree of the Moonsiff of Gowhati, dated the 6th 


June 1868. 
š (1)-8 D. R., 1856, 248, 
e 
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1889 Held, that was not an order made between plaintiffs and defendant, such as to make it 
Nirea Korra y for the former to sue for declaration of title within one year- 
Branxuraar Baboo Abhaya Charan Bose for appellant. 
© Koura. ` 


The respondent was not represented. 


The facts are set out in the judgment of 


man m 


Noaman, J.—Plaintiffs sue for declaration of their right and registration of 
their name, as owners of a piece of Jand. The facts are that Banu Kolita, 
having obtained a decree against Brihaspati, whose heirs the now plaintiffs ’ 
are, attached the land in dispute in execution of the decree. The defendant, 
Bishnuram Kolita, put in a claim, alleging that he had purchased the land from 
Brihaspati, and was in possession, and upon that, an order was made, under 
section 246, releasing the land to the now defendant. The Judicial Commis- 
sioner considers that, that order was an order made against “Brihaspati, and ° 
that Brihaspati and bis heirs were bound to bring the suit within one year a 
from the date of that order. This appears to bea mistake. That order was 
not between Brihaspati and the defendant, but it was between the decree- 
holder and the defendant, and Brihaspati’s right cannot be directly affected 
by that adjudication. The heirs of Brihaspati are at liberty to bring their 
suit within the ordinary period of limitation, The section 246 does not apply, 
so as to limit the plaintiffs’ right of suit to the period of one year. It certainly 
does not appear to us that plaintiffs have any title to the property ; because 
thé production of the conveyance ‘from Brihaspati and the assertion of title 

` by the defendant as purchaser from Brihaspati in that suit, lead almost ir- 
resistibly to the inference that the defendant was either a bond fide purchaser 

- from Brihaspati, who could not deny his title or purchase-deed, or that the 
purchase-deed was a fraudulent contrivance concocted between Brihaspati 
and the defendant, for the purpose of defrauding the creditors of Brihaspati. 
In this latter case, the heirs of Brihaspati would be precluded from suing to 
set aside the conveyance. However that may be, the question between these 
parties is not one that can be determined upon the issue of limitation, but 
must be tried by the Judicial Commissioner with reference to the merits of the 
case, 

The appellant’s costs in this appeal will abide the result. 
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Before Mr. Justice L. 8. Jackson aid Mr, Justice Markby. 


BABO BEWA AND ANOTHER (DEFENDANTS) v. NAHAGUN MAITI (PLarsrirrs.)* 
Adoption—Ceremonies—Evidence, 
In a case to set aside an adoption, on the ground that the ceremonies had not been per- 


formed, where there was satisfactory evidence showing that the adoption had been con- 
tinuously recognised for a series of years and that the party adopted had been in possession, 
either in person or through his guardian, of the property in dispute, 

Held, that the Court may well dispense with formal proof of the performance of the 
ceremonies, unless it were distinctly proved, on the part of the plaintiff, that the ceremonies 
had not been performed. 


Baboo Ambika Charan Banerjee for appellant. 
Baboo Nilmadhab Sen for respondent. 


Jacxsox, J.—The decision of the lower Appellate Court seems to me 
to be a correct and sensible decision. I think no ground of special appeal 
has been made out. I quite agree with the Judge in thinking that when 
there is satisfactory evidence showing a party to have been given and received 
in adoption, and when the adoption has been continuously recognised for a 
series of years, and the party adopted is shown to have had possession, either 


"in person or through his guardian, of property which would devolve upon Bim 


by reason of such adoption, in such a case, after the lapse of 20 years, the 
Court may very well dispense with formal proof of the performance of the 
ceremonies, and unless it were distinctly shown, on the part of the person con- 
tending against the adoption, that ceremonies had not been performed, the 
party adopted would be entitled to enforce all his rights as adopted son. I 
think, therefore, that the plaintiff in this case is fully entitled to have judgment 
in his favour, and that the decision of the lower Appellate Court must be 
affirmed with costs, 


Manxny, J.—I am of the same opinion. I think it ought not to be forgotten 
in this case that there is this circumstance that it was agreed on all hands 
that there had been an adoption, bat the question was, who was the really 


adopted person; and whereas the plaintiff had proved that he had been re-" 


cognised as the adopted son, and that possession had been held on his behalf 
by the widow after the death of Bhagwan, the person adopting, the other party 
whom the defendants set up wholly failed to prove any thing of the kind, that 
is, either that he was recognised, or that be had ever held possession. 


* Special Appeal, No. 2795 of 1868, from a decree of the Indge of Cuttack, dated the 
ist August 1868, reversing a decree of the Moonsiff of that district, dated the 17th o 
April 1868, e 
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Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Mr. Justice Mitter, 


UDAYA CHARAN DHUR, (Pramit) v. KALI TARA DASI INTERVENOR 
AND ANOTHER (DEFENDANTS. )* 


Kabuliat—Fractions of Shares. 
1869 


April 26, One of the shareholders of an undivided zemindari cannot institute a suit to obtain a 
separate kabuliat from a ryot for his fractional share thereof. 


Baboos Abhaya Charan Bose and Mahendra Lal Mitter for appellant. | 
Baboo Rajendra Nuth Bose for respondent. i ; 
The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Mırrsr, J.—Tnars was a suit for a kabuliat instituted under the provisions 
of section 23, Act X. of 1869. The lower Appellate Court has found, that 
the plaintiff has failed to prove that any relationship of landlord and tenant 
existed between him and the defendant. 

The plaintif appeals specially, urging that the only point which the lower e 
appellate Court ought to have tried was, whether the intervenor had been in 
the bord fide receipt and enjoyment of the rent up to the date of suit, and 
that on the failure of the intervenor establishing this point, a decree ought 
to have been passed in his (plaintiff's) favor, as a matter of course. But it is 
unnecessary for us to enter into this question. It is quite clear, that the 
plaintiff is not entitled to a kabuliat upon the facts admitted by him in his 
own plaint. The plaintiff admits that the lands are held by the defendant, 
under several landholders, between whom no partition haa yet been made, and 
this suit is for a kabuliat for one-third share of the rents payable by the 
defendant. , . 

We are of opinion that such a suit cannot be maintained. Whenra ryot 
is holding land covered by a single lease under several landholders, and 
no partition has been made between those landholders, one only of the co- 
parceners has no right to sue for a kabuliat for his own fractional share. A 
point very similar to this was discussed in the case of Rani Sarat Sundari Debi 
v. Watson (1), and it has been distinctly held that “a proprietor “ of a 
fractional share of an undivided estate, though receiving a definite “ portion 
of the rent from the ryot, is not entitled to maintain against him “a suit for 
a separate kabuliat in respect of such undivided share.” 

It is not necessary for us to go to the same length as the learned Judges 
did in that case, for there is no proof by the plaintiff that either he or his 
predecessors had been collecting renta separately from the defendant. 

Under such circumstances, the plaintiff's suit must fail, and this appeal dis- 
missed with costs in favor of the intervenor only, the ryot defendant not 
having appeared. 

* Special Appeal, No. 8088 of 1868, from a decrees of the Judge of Dacca, dated 8rd Sep- 
tember 1868, affirming a decree of the Deputy Collector of that district, dated 29th Feb- 


ruary 1868, : 
(1) 2B, L, R, (A. G,) 159, 
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Before Mr. Justice Norman and Mr. Justice E. Jackson. 


BECHARAM CHOWDHRY (one or Tux Derexpants) v, PUHUBNATH JHA 
(PLAINTIFF).* 


Use of Water Rights—Injury to Neighbouring Land. 


No proprietor can lawfully pen back the water of a stream by erecting a bund upon his 
own land, so as to inundats the land of his naghbour, without his license and consent. 


Baboo Budh Sen Sing for appellant. 
Baboo Krishna Sakha Mookerjee for respondent. 


The facts are sufficiently stated in the judgment of 


Norxan, J.—In this case the defendant erected a bund across a stream, 
the effect of which has been to throw back the water of the stream upon the 
land of the plaintiff, and destroy his crops. The lower Appellate Court has 
given the plaintiff a decree for the amount of injury which he sustained. 
There is no doubt that the decision of the lower Appellate Court is quite cor- 
rect. The rule, regulating the enjoyment of water flowing in its natural 
course, is that no proprietor can lawfally pen back the water by erecting a 
bund upon his own land, go as to inundate the land of his neighbour without 
the license or consent of that neighbour. The rule is clearly stated in page 
334 of the third edition of Broom’s Legal Maxims, under the maxim “ sic utere 
tuo ut alienum non le das,” in other words, every mun must enjoy his own pro~ 
perty in such a manner as not to injure that of any other pobon. 

The appeal is dismissed with costs. 


Before Mr. Justice Bayley and Alr, Justice Hobhouse, 


RANI SARAT SUNDARI DEBI ARD ANOTHER (Pranerisrs) v. SURJA KANT 
ACHARJI CHOWDHRY AND OTHERS (DEFENDANTS). t 
Plaint—Cause of Action—Hultifariousnass. 

When a plaint discloses different causes of action against different parties it is bad in law, 
and the suit 1s not maintainable. 

Tms was a suit for confirmation of right and possession of about 350 
khadals of land within the boundaries mentioned in the plaint, being contiguous 
accretions to the village of Subarnakhali within Pergunna Pakurea Jainshabi, 


* Special Appeal, No. 2878 of 1868, froma decree of the Subordinate Judge of Zilla 
Purneah, dated the 8th of June 1868, modifying s decree of the Moonsiff of Arraria m that 
district, dated the 6th of February 1868. 


t Regular Appeal, No. 250 of 1868, from a deoree of the Subordinate Judge of Mymensingh, 
dated the August 1868. 
Kä 9G 
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1869 „upon the allegation that the plaintiffs were the owners of the Pergunna 
“Rant Sarar Pakurea Jainshabi and of Mauza Subarnakhali, appertaining to the above 
Bunnan DEBI integral zemindaries. That after the thakbust demarcation of the above 
Sugsa Kant mauza, a portion of the land had been washed away by the violence of the t 
chowban, river Jumna, but gradually re-formed since 1264 (1857) in contiguity to the 
land held by the plaintiff; that such land became arable by degrees from the 
year 1866 (1859) ; that when the plaintiffs began to make preparation for assuming ¢ 
possession of plot No. 1, ‘(they being already in possession of plot No. 2) Lakhi j 
Debi Ohowdrain, deceased, the mother of defendant, Burja Kant Acharji i 
Ohowdhry, did in 1270 (1863) partly by fraud and partly by force, dispossess í 
them from plot No. 2; that as regards plot No. 1 the said Lakhi Debi 
Chowdrain and the rest of the defendants had opposed the entry of the plain- 
tiffs, since the time the land had re-appeared, and became fit for cultivation; that 
accordingly the lands of plot No. 1 are unjustly beld by all the defendants and 
those of plot No. 2 by the mother of defendant, Surja Kant, and afterwards by 
himself; that thé lands being contiguous accretions to the village Subarne- “ 
khali, the property of the plaintiff, they prayed for obtaining possession thereof. 
: The defendants set up in their defence finter alia) that the suit was not 
i maintainable, inasmuch as the plaintiffs alleged that they bad been dispossessed 
by different parties, at different periods, from different plots of land. 
The Principal Sydder Ameen held, that, as the plaint disclosed different 
causes of ction against different parties, the suit could not be maintained under 
section 8, Act VILI, of of 1859. He, accordingly, dismissed the suit. ` 
The plaintiffs appealed to the High Court. 


eNA 


Baboos AnukulgChandra Mookerjee and Baboo Gopal Lal Mitter for appel- 
lants. 


The judgment of the Court was delivered by 


Hosnovse, J.—The plaint in this case was against a number of defendants, 
Against some of those defendants the plaintiffs alloged that their cause of 
action accrued in the year 1266 in regard to certain lands, of which those 
-= defendants prevented them from taking possession ; and as regards one other 

defendant, the cause of action was said to have accrued in the year 1270 when 
that defendant alone ousted the plaintiffs, from certain lands, different from -` 
those, in the matter of which the cause of action accrued in the year 1266. 
Upon this state of facts the lower Court dismissed the plaintiffs’ suit with 
these remarks :—“ When the dates of ouster are different and the plaintiffs 
“sue on the allegation that they were dispossessed by different defendants, 
“and when it is clear that the interests of the answering defendants are 
“distinct and separate, these statements involve different causes of action, 
“the merits of which will have to be tried on different evidence. I think, 
“therefore, that a suit of this nature cannot be maintained under the pro- 
* vision of section 8 of the Civil Procedure Code. The above section ‘allows 


Reponis, 
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“causes of action to be joined in the same suit by and against the same T 1869 

“ parties; but when the ousters, in this case appeared to have occurred on Rani SARAT 

“ different dates, caused by different defendants on different rights, they can- al gored Dest 
“not be made the subject of one and the same suit.” And so the Judge Sunsa JA Kant 

dismissed the plaintifs’ case. eo 

In the grounds of Regular Appeal, the first three grounds are to the effect, 
that the J udge is wrong in his law, and that even, on the facts stated by the 

. Judge, the case should have been tried and determined. These grounds 
are substantially abandoned before us, and the only ground taken is 
the 5th ground, and of that again only a portion of the ground, and it 
is that in which it is stated that the Judge should have proceeded to try 
the case in the manner laid down in section 9, Act VIIL of 1859, that is 
to say, the Judge should have ordered separate trials to be held on one of the 
two different causes of action. The Judge himself relies in his decision upon 
certain precedents of this Court: Raja Ram Tewary v. Luchmun Persaud (1); 
Baboo Motee Lal v. Rani, the wife of Maharaja Bhoop Sing Bahadoor (2); 
Romoona v. Manicko Moyee Chowdhrain (8). No doubt, these cases are 
not exactly in point, and in two of those cases the remarks made by the 
presiding Judges were what are called obiter remarks; but still the opinions 
there expreased go to the extent that it is not proper, when two causes of 
action against different persons are sought to be joined in the same suit, that 
the suit should be entertained and heard. 

On the other hand, the pleader for the appellant relies on certain cases : 
Najoomoodeen Ahmed v. Beebee Zohoorun (4); Golam Mustufakhan v. Sheo 
Soondaree Burmonee (5); Hurro Monee Dossee v. Onookool Chunder Mooker- 
jee (6). But these cases are not exactly in point, neither do they go as far as 
the appellants’ pleader would ask us to goin his case. They seem to us sim- 
ply to say that when in the Court of first instance the evidence was entirely 
gone into, upon whatever might Rave been the causes of action, that even if 
those causes of action were different, the Judge should have determined the case 
upon the evidence and given his decision accordingly. But that is not the case 
here, for here no evidence has been at all gone into, and the Judge dismissed 

_ the suit upon the first issue of law settled without going into the evidence. 

The pleader for the appellant then contends that, inasmuch as the Judge 
had, under the provisions of section 9 of the Procedure Code, a discretion to 
divide the case into two separate cases; that in this case the Judge did not 
exercise that discretion properly and judicially in dismissing the case altogether, 
instead of dividing and hearing it as two separate cases, as that section directa. 
But it seems to us that there is an answer which is complete and fatal to this 
objection, and it is this, viz., that the pleader for the appellant cannot shew us 
that the Judge in this instance was ever asked to exercise his discretion, and on 


eal 


(1) 8 W. R, 16 (4) 10 W. R., 45. 
(2) 8 W. By & (5) 10 W. R. 187. 
(8) 9 W. Rn 626. (8) 8 W. R, 461 
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a 1869 ° the contrary, it seems to us, most likely that he was not so, because the’ first 
Radi Sarar 8nd the chièf objection taken in the grounds of appeal to his decision, is not 
RUADARS DEBI that he exercised his discretion improperly and unjudicially, but that he was 


Borsa Kanr wrong in law in dismissing the case, because of the misjoinder of the causes of 
AOHARJI 
Cuowpuer, 


action. 

We think, therefore, that we cannot say that the Judge was wrong in diais 
ing this case, and we therefore dismiss this appeal with separate costs to the 
two sets of respondents who have appeared. 
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DECEMBER 1868: 


` A. Moner, Esq., c. B, AND C H. CAMPBELL, Ese. 


No. 1l., 
Tne following additions should be, made to Chapter VI., 


Section IIL, after Rule 15, at page 118 of the Board’s Rules:— ' 


16. Asunder the new system of examination most Officers 
are examined within their own Districts, it is unnecessary that 
leave of absence should be granted to these Officers, as heretofore, 
for the purpose of attending those examinations. District 
Officers are authorized in each case to fix, according to circum- 
stances, the number of days during which each Officer may be 
absent on this account, from his Sub-Division, or from any 
duties entrusted to his charge. 

17, In the case of Police Officers, the number of days shall 
be fixed by the District Superintendent, in communiéation with 
the Magistrate, or the Deputy Commissioner. : 

18. Inthe case of Executive Officers, the District Officer 
shall report for the information of the Commissioner of the 
Division, and in the case of Police Officers, the District 
Superintendent shall report to the Inspector General of Police, 
the number of days for which each of the examinees in the 
District, has been allowed leave of absence, and that he rejoined 
his duties, within the time allowed. 

19. When an Officer has to attend an examination -in a 
District, other than that to which ky is attached, the time 
allowed will be fixed in the same manner, by the Magistrate, 
or District Superintendent, to whom the examinee is subordinate, 


No. 2. 


As very great delay frequently occurs in the receipt by 


the Board of copies of the Resolutions recorded by Commission- 
i 5 i— + 
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1868 - ers on District Periodical Returns, the attention of Com- 
Rey. Cm. missioners is drawn to Circular Order No. 2 of January 1867, 
and they are reminded that it is essential that such Resolutions 
; should be considered by the Board in connection with the 
Returns received direct from District Collectors. 
The following Rule on the subject is added at page 257, 
Chapter XVIIL., Section I., and number 11 :— 
Commissioners will understand that, though most of the 
Returns will no longer come through them to the Board, they 
are not relieved of the duty of inspecting the Returns, and 
. forwarding to the Board'a copy of any remarks which they 
think ought to be communicated. In the case especially of 
Returns IX., X., XIV., XXXI., XXXII., and XXXIX., the 
Board will expect to receive their opinion and report on the 
steps taken by them on the facts exhibited in the Returns, and 
will await their recommendations in regard to the propositions 
made by the District Officers in such matters, as the remission 
of balances, removal of estates, disposal of Government estates, 
&c., &. Quick supervision, it must be remembered, is an essen- 
tial element of successful administration. Asa rule, periodical 
Returns should be disposed of, and resolutions recorded on them 
should be transmitted to the Board, within three days of 
the receipt of all Returns in a Commissioner’s Office. In future, 
an explanation must invariably be submitted to the Board, 
when the above directions are not complied with. 


No. 3. 


Tue following extract from a letter from the Government of 
e Bengal to the Government of India in the Public Works 
Department, No, 2210, dated the 14th July 1868, is circulated 
i : =. Brings 
for the information and guidance of Commissioners and District 
Officers. Their attention is at the same time reqyested to 
Rule I., page 1 of the Board’s Rules:— 

Para. 7.—“ When a piece of land is required for a public 
purpose (unless the purpose be one which imperatively requires 
that a particular plot be taken up, as in the case of railroads, 
&c.), the duty of the Government Officers concerned in acquir- 
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ing the land will be to endeavour to select a site which the - 


ostensible owner is willing-to sell; they will then proceed to fix 
the price by mutual agreement, if possible, but when that has 
been fixed, it will still be desirable that a Notification under 
Section 2, Act VI. of 1857, be issued, and that a formal offer 
of the price (as agreed upon privately) be made by the Collector, 
and accepted by the ostensible owner of the land, under Section 
5 of the Act. This procedure, I am to remark, will secure the 
Government against any future claims.” 


; No. 4, 

Tue following additional Rule based on the Resolution of 
the Government of India, Financial Department, No. 2499, 
dated 22nd September 1868, is to be inserted at page 10 of the 
Board’s Rules:— 

12. The annual rent for land occupied by the Railway 
Companies, for which they are required to pay rent, is fixed at 5 
per cent, on the outlay incurred by Government in taking up 
the land, plus any revenue or rent previously payable to Govern- 
ment in respect of the said land. Inthe case of land belong- 
ing to Government, the rent shall be 5 per cent. on the value 
of the land as estimated by the Collector. 


No. 5. 


For present Rule 1, Section IV., page 230 of the Board’s 
Rules, substitute the following:— 
` In case of 1. Whenever application is made for the regis- 
a aoe be try of analleged transfer of sale, in Register D, 


hoapptention and the application is supported by a duly regis- 


fmt ee’ pense with the personal attendance of the vendor; 


sale. but in all other cases, he is invariably to summon 
the party alleged to have sold the property, his 
acknowledgment of the transaction, or (should he 
not admit it) a full consideration by the Col- 
lector of his denial, with any proofs he may wish 


- to advance, being an indispensable part of the due - 


es enquiry prescribed by Jaw. 
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1868 . l * No. 6. 


Ray. Cr. i 
Tue Board observe that the practice of calculating the aver- 


age distance in Column 17, Table TI., is not uniform. Some 
Officers omit fractions altogether, some again reduce them to 
one place decimal, whilst others to two places. Others again 
omit fractions of less than 4, and add a whole number, if more 
than 4. 


For, Example. 


(1.) Omitting fractions. 
£4 or 1yi + 499 or 544 + §¢ or 244 = 8. 
Total distance :— 


8880 +8 = 1110, average distance. 

(2.) Carrying the quotients to 1 place decimal. 
84 or 1.14399 or 5.84-$¢ or 2.6 =-9.5, 
8880 + 9.5 = 984.7, average distance. 

(3.) Carrying the quotients to 2 places decimal. 
34 or 1.144198 or 6.88+ $4 or 2.66 = 9.68. 
8880-+9.68 = 917.85, average distance. 


2. As itis desirable that the practice should be uniform, the 
Board desire that District Officers will observe for the future 


the following instructions for computing the entries in Column 
17, Table IIL., of Return No. XIX. i 


3. Divide the entries in Columns 8, 9, and 10, Table I., by 
-21, 18, and 21 respectively, carrying the quotients to two decimal, 
places. When the sum of the three quotients come to two deci- 
mals above .50, add one to the whole number, and when the twò 

i decimals are less than .50, omit them altogether. 


For Example. 


34 or 1.144 499’ or 5.88+$4 or 2.66 = 968. 
8880--10 = 888. 

24 or 1.144498 or 5.88442 or 2.83 = 9.35. 
8880--9 = 986. f 


4. The preceding para. should be entered as a rule in Sec- 
- tion VI., at page 259 of the Board’s Rules, and numbered as 
Rule 44. 


mwa. 
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No. 7. : _ 1868 


Tue following is to be added as Rule 8, at page 304, to Sec- Bev. Cir. 
tion L., Chapter XXI., of the Board’s Rules :— 

8. No Stamps should be issued from Sub-Divisional Treasu- 
ries, after the 27th of a month. On the 27th, vendors should 
be supplied with sufficient Stamps, to meet all probable demands 
during the remainder of the month. 


No. 8. 
Rerunps of the value of Stamps on petitions of appeal under 
the Certificate Tax Act (IX. of 1868), should be dealt with and 
shown as Stamp refunds, and not as refunds of the Tax. 


No. 9. 


Tux following should be added asa note in the Statement of 
holidays appended to Chapter IX., Section I., page 157 of the 
Board’s Rules, opposite the holiday Jagadatri, in the Column for 
Hazareebaugh and Lohardugga. 

Nore.—tThis holiday in Hazareebaugh has been cancelled, 
and in lieu, the last day of the month of Kartick will, in future, 
be observed as a holiday in this district. : 


No. 10. 
AN error having been discovered in the revised list of Divi- 


„sional and District Revenue Returns, circulated with the 


Board’s Circular Order No. 13 for November 1868, Divisional 
and District Officers are requested to erase the mark * from No. 
ViIs.—Government Decrees Recovered. 


No. 11. 


Tne following addition should be made to Rule 3, Section V., 
Chapter XXIL, page 314, Board’s Rules:— 

After the word “ are,” in line 1, insert “ns a rule.” 

And after “ Superintendent,” in line 4, add “ When the amount 
of euch transactions, however, will not materially affect the 
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Budget of any Department, the sale proceeds of the packing cases 
may be credited to the Department by which the sale is effected.” 


No. 12. 


Tux following are to be added as clauses 4 and 5 to Section 
LY. of the Board’s Rules, at page 159 :— 

4, District Officers should obtain the Commissioner’s sanc- 
tion in time, to admit of the price of the tent being entered in 
their Budget Estimate, under the head of Contingencies. 

5. Commissioner of a Division is allowed two single-poled 
tents, each measuring 16 feet square, and costing Rupees 850, 
or Rupees 1,700 for both. 


Ne Aann 
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JANUARY, 1869. 


A. Money, Esg, C.B., anp C. H. CAMPBELL, Esa. 


No. 1. 


À REVISED form of Return- No. XLI., for 1868-69, will be 
supplied by the Superintendent of Stationery to all District 
Officers. The details contained in five of the heaviest Tables in 
the form will be, in future, collected from the quarterly returns 
sent to the Board, and they now expect every Officer to submit 
the revised Return XLI., as required by rule, within fifteen days 
of the close of the year to which it relates. 

2. As itis, however, of importance that the entire financial 
results of Land Revenue and Forest and Miscellaneous Revenue 
should pass in review before District Officers and Commis- 
sioners, District Officers will prepare and submit, through their 
Commissioner, to the Board, a separate return in the form of 
Tables I. to III. of the old Return No. XLI. The Superin- 
tendent of Stationery will supply all Officers with forms of this 
Return, which will be numbered XLI-A. It should be added 
to the list at page 263 of the Board’s Rules, and be submitted 
immediately after Return No. XLI has been despatched. 


No. 2. 


In a recent case of a Sub-divisional Officer, who had received 
for custody in his Treasury a sum of Rs, 48,000, in satisfaction 
of a decree, the Government has observed “that it is not 
“intended that Sub-divisional Treasuries shall ever hold such 
“large sums, for the custody of which they are.not adapted. 
“If, under exceptional circumstances, it becomes unavoidably 
“ necessary for Sub-divisional Officers to take charge of so large 
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“an amount, exceptional arrangemenis must be made for its 
“ protection by special guard, until it can be remitted to the 
<“ Sudder Station ; in fact, exactly the same arrangements must be 
“ made for its temporary safe custody as the Moonsiff or other 
“ Officer, into whose Court the amount is paid, would have had to 
“< make, if no Sub-divisional Treasury were in existence.” All 
District and Sub-divisional Officers are warned to see that 
these instructions are strictly followed in future. 


No. 3. 


Tx following should be added as Rule 7-A to Chapter XXIII., 
section 11, at page 330 of the Board’s Rules. 


2. If, in any case, however, sufficient prima facie evidence 
exists to shew that the land has been held unasséssed to the 
Government revenue for a period of sixty years, resumption 
proceedings should not be instituted. 


No. 4. 


In supersession of all other rules relative to the conditions 
under which salary may be drawn in India by Officers on leave, 
the Government of India, in Financial Resolution No. 3571, 
dated 15th December 1868, have prescribed the following 
rules :— ; 

I.—If the Officer signs the salary bill himself, he shall, unless 
he present the bill personally for payment, attach thereto a life 
certificate signed by a covenanted Civil Servant, or an Officer 
exercising Magisterial powers. 

I.—If the salary be drawn through an Agent, such Agent 
must be formally authorized in that behalf, and must execute a 
guarantee to refund over-payments. 

III.—When the salary bill is drawn, as in the case of 
Ministerial Officers, by the Head of the department, or office, 
the drawer of the bill will be held primarily responsible for any 


over-charge, and no other security will be necessary. 
e 


$ 


+ 
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Or Survey records lodged in Collectors’ Offices, the following 
should be carefully preserved :— 

(1) Professional Survey Volumes. 

(2) Maps of all kinds prepared by Superintendents of Sur- 
vey, ot Revenue Surveyors, with the measurement papers and 
field-books appertaining thereto. 

(3) Mowzawar and Mehalwar Registers, English and 
vernacular. 

2. Records connected with boundary disputes and excess, 


-or untraceable Mehals, should be treated similarly to the records 


of Act X. suits, &c., &c., according to the rules laid down in 
Board’s Rules, page 213. 
3. Records of all other cases of a miscellaneous nature 


. should be treated as papers under class C. 


4, The above rules should be written up in Board’s Rules, 


- opposite page 213. 


No. 6. 


Tae following should be substituted for the present Rule 2 of 
Section IV., at page 23 of the Board’s Rules :— 

2. No item for salaries, establishments, and allowances of a 
fixed character, not fully and formally sanctioned by proper 
authority, must be included in the Budget Estimates. In regard 
to contingencies, as a general rule, the estimate should provide 
for the average expenditure of the three last years. If less be 
required, a reduction should be made; if more, a full explanation 
must be furnished in justification. 


No. 7. 


Unvekr the orders of the Government of Bengal, the follow- 
ing Revised Rules for the service of Processes of the Revenue 
Courts, under Act V. of 1863, B. C., are to be substituted for 
those published in Chapter 12, Sections 7 and 8, pages 199 to 
202 of the Board’s Rules. 


10 


1869 


REVENUE CIRCULARS. [B. L. R. 


2. The rules should be translated into the vernacular; one 


Rev. Cœ. copy of the rules in English and onein the vernacular should be 


kept suspended in the'Collector’s Office in some conspicuous 
place, where they can be read by the general public. The same 
in the Nazir’s Office. 


Srotion VIL-—RULES FOR THE SERVICE OF PROCESSES OF 
THE REVENUE Courts, UNDER AoT. V. oF 1863, B. C. 


1. The peons entertained under these rules are not to be 
employed upon any duty but the service of 
Processes, except that salaried peons wait- 
ing their turn may be used for any miscellaneons work about 
the Court. Peons required for, or employed upon, any business 
other than the service of Processes, must not be paid from the 


Employment of peons. 


‘Process Fund, without the special sanction of the Government. 


2, On the other hand, all Processes which have to be used 
No charge for Goven- At the expense of Government, such as 
ment work. Notices of deposit, under Section 6, Act 
VI. of 1862, B. C., are to be served free of charge, no entry of 
the cost being made in the accounts of the O ffice., 
8. The peons are divided into two clases, salaried and occa- 
sional, The appoimtment of every peon, 
Two classes of peons. whether salaried or occasional, must be 
registered in the manner prescribed by Section 3 of the Act. 
Each peon is to wear a badge bearing the number of his name 
in Register M. : 
4, As many salaried peons are to be appointed as can be kept 
fully and regularly employed, and no more. 
Pra dae ns Any temporary influx of work, or any 
work presenting itself during the absence 
of all the regular peons, is to be entrusted to occasional peons. 
Itis not possible to work the system economically if an extra- 
vagant staff of salaried peons is kept up; or efficiently, without 
the aid of occasional peons. j 
6. One-third of the salaried peons receive 7 Rupees & month 
f each; the rest 6 Rupees each, monthly. The 
da pam of sala- peons to receive the higher salary are to be 
selected from among the rest, for superior 
intelligence, industry, and good behaviour generally. 
@e 
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6. Peons employed occasionally are to be paid at the rate of 1869 
And of occasional four annas each, for every day that they Rey. Cm. 
peona, are actually employed. 
7. Upon a vacancy occurring in the ranksof the salaried 
Promotion of occa- peons, it is to be filled by transfer of the 
sional peons ; most meritorious of the occasional peons, 
due regard being had to seniority. 
8. The pay of the Nazir is debitable to the Process Fund, 
Salary of Nazir ; and an addition of 5 Rupees monthly is 
made, from the same Fund, to the pay of 
of every Sub-divisional Nazir. 
9. Bukshis may be appointed at Head-Quarters, and at each 
And of Bukshia, Sub-Division, upon the authority of the 
Commissioner of the Divisioù, when there 
are sufficient funds at the credit of the “ Process Fund” in the 
District to bear the charge. A Bukshi receives ordinarily 10 
Rupees monthly. 
10. ' Belts and Badges may be supplied to the peons when 
Bolts and Badges, anq necessary, the expense being charged to 
the “ Process Fund.” To the same Fund 
is charged the Toll of three pies each, levied at the bars on 
District Roads and Bridges, from peons employed in the service 
of Processes. 
11. No oOCASIONAL PEON IS TO BE EMPLOYED, ON ANY 
Employment of occa- ACCOUNT, IF A SALARIED PEON I8 AVAIL- 
sionals. ABLE. 
12. With this proviso, the peons are to be employed in regular 
turn, ù e., upon a Process offering, the peon 
issn A be employed who has been longest in waiting is to be 
employed on its service, unless, for some 
special reason, to be recorded on each occasion by the Officer at 
the head of the Court, it be considered expedient to employ a 
particular peon out of his turn. 
13. Every effort is to be made to serve as many Processes 
as possible by each peon, so as,in every 
ae rae way possible, to economize the labour of the 
peons. The Naziris to.be held personally 
responsible that this is done; and any neglect of that Officer 


-in this respect is to be severely punished. 
ee 


1869 


Rev. Cir. 


REVENUE. CIRCULARS. [B. L. R. 


14. Any peon, regular or occasional, who does not, when on 

Distance tobooxacted, duty, travel at least twelve miles in the 

day, is to be called strictly to account, and 

if he is found guilty of indolence, to be at once dismissed. The 

Board expect each man to travel 180 miles in the month. If 
this is not accomplished, the reason must be explained. 

15. No peonis to wait anywhere for the attendance of the party 
or his Agent; but if, upon reaching the place 
where the Processis to be served or executed, 
he finds the party or his Agent not present, he is, after obtaining, 
if possible, a certificate to that effect, from any two respectable 
inhabitants of the place, immediately to return. 

16. Thefollowing fees are to be levied for the service of 

Fees tò bo levied. each Process, which has to be served on one 

person only, besides charges for boat-hire, 

ferries, postage, &c., which are to be paid separately, as pro- 
vided in clauses 21 and 22. 

17. If the distance of the place of service or execution from 
the Court, whence the process is issued, 


No waiting. 


For single Processes. 


road the peon must travel, 

Does not exceed 12 miles aes 0 8 0 

If the said distance exceeds 12 miles 1 O O 
18. When two or more Processes are issued at the same time, 
i at the instance of the same party (whether 
See than one in one case or more), and the persons. on 
whom the Processes may be served live in 
the same neighbourhood or on one line of road, all the Processes 
should be entrusted to one peon, and the fees to be charged 
should be calculated as follows: on one Process the full fee as 
per Rule 17, and on each of the others, one-fourth of such 

full fee. 

19. Section 149, Act VIII. of 1859, as extended by Section 
Penn Act VI. of 1862, B. C., gives the Re- 
venue Courts a discretion to include, in one summons, the names 
ofany number of witnesses whose evidence is required in one 
caso. The fees io be levied on such summons will be calcu- 


calculated, not as the crow flies, but by the _ 


67, Act X. of 1859, and by Section 10,. 
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lated on the principle laid down in Rule 18 above, according 
to the number of persons on whom the summons must be 
served, 

20, If a peon is detained at the place of service for more 
than twenty-four hours, at the request of 
the person at whose instance the Process 
was issued, or of his Agent, such person or Agent must 
pay, then .and there, demurrage at the rate of five annas 
aday. Unless this demurrage is prepaid, the peon must not 
wait. No demurrage is to be charged if the delay is not due 
to the person or his Agent. 

21. All sums levied under the preceding clauses are 

to be credited to the Government, to 
e hala form the fund prescribed in Section 9 of 
. the Act. 

22. In addition to these fees, the actual charge which must 
be incurred, if it is necessary to employ 
boats or cross ferries, is to be levied from, 
and paid by, the person at whose instance the Process is issued, 
before issue of the Process. Ifa peon carries more than one 
Process, whether for one party, or for several parties, the sums 
leviable by this clause are to be charged for the purpose 
of fixing costs, in equal shares, upon all the Processes carried. 

23. Whenevertit may seem desirable todo so, the Court 

issuing a Process may direct that it shall 
hoe may be sent be transmitted by post, either to any other 

Court in the same District for -service or 
execution by one of the peons attached to that Court, or to the 
address of any peon already in the interior of the District, for 
execution by him. The postage shall, in such cases, be pre- 
paid by the person at whose instance the Process is issued, and 
charged as costs upon the Process. 

24, A Table in the following form, signed by the presiding 
Officer, shewing the fees leviable for the 
service or execution of a single Process, 
at places in its jurisdiction, is to be suspended in each Court. 
The names only of those places for service of a Process, at which 


one of the two rates extant is leviable, should be given, with 
e.. 


Demm age. 


Additional costs. 


Tablo of fees, 
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a remark, that, for service of a Process at any other place in 
the Sub-Division, the other rate is leviable. The names given 
should be of the fewer places to which one rate is applicable, 
and in alphabetical order. A further note is to be added, 
shewing the places at which a charge for ferries and boat-hire 
must be paid ; the charge, it is believed, is usually uniform 
for a very large number of the places affected :— 


Authorized Charges for the service or execution of the Processes 
of this Court. 





Name of Place. | Fee chargeable for the service Remarks, 
of single Process. 
1 2 3 





25. The Table is to be approved by the Commissioner of 
the Division, and is not to be altered with- 

e ial Table tobe ont his sanction.. Copies of the Table are 
: to be printed at the expense of the Process 
Fund, and held available for sale, at a small price, to the 


Revenue Agents and others interested; as also for distribution ' 


to the neighbouring District and Sub-Divisional Courts, wherever 
the issue of any Process may be necessary. 

26. Processes issued under Section 37, Act XX. of 1866, 
are by Section 38 to be served by the 
registered peons of the Revenue Courts, 
the fees being credited to the Revenue Peons’ Fee Fund. 
The rules contained in this Section are applicable in all 
respects to the service of such Processes, 


Registration Processes. 


27. Persons in attendance on a Criminal Court on bail to 
answer to a criminal charge, and persons in 
attendance on a Revenue Court to defend 


a suit or claim, are protected from arrest under Civil Processes. 
The protection will last only so long as the partys in actual 


attendance on, or coming i; or returning from, the Court. 
Ge aa 


Protection from arrest. 


15 Feb.,, 
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>28. Under Section 7, Act II., Bengal Code of 1864, the 
TETEE Government of Bengal notified, on , the 
ers in Court. 20th July, as follows :— Whenever, in a 
suit instituted in any Civil Court, it shall 
appear to the satisfaction of the Judge, that tbe personal attend- 
ance of any prisoner, confined in any Civil Jail, is necessary 
either as a party or witness in that suit, it shall be competent 
to the Court to issue a writ, under its hand and seal, addressed 
to the Officer in charge of the Jail, calling upon him to make 
over charge of the prisoner named therein to an Officer of the 
Court, to be deputed for the purpose of producing him in Court, 
at a time to be specified in the Warrant. The Officer so 
deputed, shall bo responsible for the safe custody of the prisoner 
from the time he receives charge of him until he is re-committed 
to the Jail. Itis tobe understood that the word “ Civil” in- 
cludes “ Revenue” Courts, 


Section VIII.—SERvIcE OF Processes IN CALCUTTA. 


1. Processes for executionin Calcutta, under Act XXII. 
of 1840, are to be forwarded by post, or 
otherwise, to the Deputy Sheriff, with a 
request that, after obtaining the needful endorsement of one of 
the Judges of the High Court, he will proceed with the execu- 
tion of the Process, 

2. In accordanée with the provisions of Section 1 of ‘cuit 

An ote Act, evory Process must be accompanied by 
irnüslation:; a certified translation in tho English lan- 

guage. This translation should be worded, 
in the case of Rent Law Processes, in the original English 
form appended to Act X. of 1859, or to chapter 16°. of these 
Rules, as the case may be. 

3. The following is the Table of fees now in force under 
Act VIII. of 1852, for the execution of 
Processes in Calcutta:—(See Circular 
Order of the Sudder Court, No. 21, dated 7th October, 1852. ) 

On each Summons, Subpeena, Notice, and 
Proclamation... ae tes - Rupees 2 

' Oneach Warrant, and Writ of OTA 
tion against the person or effects... 4, 4 


To be sent to Sheriff. 


Fees ; 


A 
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1869 4. The fees for the service of the Process, and if it is a 
Rey. Cm. summons to a witness, his travelling expenses, 


And expenses to bo 


ea. deposited, if his evidence is required in 


a Rent Suit, under Section 146 of Act 
X. of 1859, must be remitted to the Deputy Sheriff with the | 
Process. f 
5. Save under the preceding rule, no remittances should be 
made, either in Cash or Postage Stamps, 
on account of Peons’ Fees and Postage, 
when Processes, issued by a District or Sub-Divisional Court, are 
. forwarded for service through the Court of another District or 
Sub-Division. It will be sufficient in such cases, for the Court 
which issues the Process, to pay the necessary fees into the 
Treasury of its own District, and in applying for the service of -« 
the Process, to certify that the payment has been made; such 
certificate being accepted as proof of payment by the Court 
addressed, and service of the Process being ordered accordingly. 
6. A person must attend atthe Deputy Sheriff's Office to 
> int out any person upon whom a Process 
deae oraa, A be ei: and, if the Process is a 
writ of execution, under Act X. of 1859, 
against moveable property, the judgment-creditor, or his Agent, 
must, under Section 87 of the Act, attend to point out the 
property to be seized to the Sheriff's Officer. 


Remittances, 


No. 8. 


Tue Board consider it essential that all peons employed in 
serving Processes, should be able to read and write. Commis- 
gioners are requested to report if any of the present staff of 
peons do not possess these qualifications, o 

2. The Board are also of opinion that every peon, when 
actually employed on Process duty, should keep a short diary 
of his proceedings. In it he should daily note what places he 
visits, and the name of the village at which he rests for 
the night. = 

3. Ile should also immediately, after completion of any duty 
.connected with a Process, note clearly with his own hand, on the 
back of the original summons, &c., how it has been served 
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The date, hour, exact place of serviċe, name of the person 
pointing out the witness, defendant, house, &c., should be in- 
variably noted. When a proclamation- or notice of sale, &c., 
is entrusted to a peon, all such particulars should be at once 
noted by him on a separate piece of paper, which, on his return 
to Head Quarters, should be made over by him to the Nazir. 

4. Every peon should always have by him an extract copy, 
in the vernacular, of the laws, &c., bearing on the service of 
Processes, &c. Collectors should at once have such a document 
drawn up; one copy should be kept suspended on a board in a 
conspicuous place in the Nizaruthhkana. Also copies, in the 
vernacular, of this Circular and the other Rules of the Board, 
connected with Processes, should also be suspended in a similar 
manner. Commissioners are requested to see that this ig carefully 
attended to, and Collectors should hold their Nazirs responsible 
that the rules for peous now laid down are strictly obeyed. 

5. No peon should, in future, be appointed who cannot read 
and write, and great care should be taken that previous to Pro- 
cesses being made over to any peon, he has a thoroughly intelli- 
gent acquaintance with the laws, &c., on the subject. 


No. 9. 


Tue following Rules, promulgated by the Board of Revenue, 
North-Western Provinces, are issued by the direction of 
Government for the information and guidance of District Officers 
inthe Sarun and Shahabad Districts: these Rules will be 
followed by the Officers of the above Districts, so far as they are 
applicable in the Lower Provinces in which Act I. of 1847 is 
not in force :— 

1. The “deep stream” of the Ganges and Gogra rivers has 
been-declared, by notification of the Supreme Government, to be 
the boundary of districts situated upon their banks. 

2, The duty of verifying the boundary line, and the autho- 
rity for deciding it in doubtful cases, rests with the Executive 
Officers of Government, and not with the Courts of Law: the 
object of the measure being to place beyond doubt the juris- 
diction of those Courts, 
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3. At the close of the rains each year, when the rivers have 


Rev. C. returned to their ordinary limits, the Collector of each District 


jn the North-Western Provinces will intimate to the Chief 


` Revenue authority of conterminous Districts in Bengal and 


Oudh, that he is prepared to verify the river boundary line for 
the current year, and that the Tehsildars are ready to meet 
Native Officers of an equal rank, and follow the course of the 
* deep stream” within their several jurisdictions. 

4. -If, when the local inspection has taken place, it appear 
that there has been any marked change in the course of the 
“ deep stream,” the two, Native Officers will prepare, in duplicate, 
a map, showing the course of the “deep stream” and marking 
in distinct colours, the transfers from one jurisdiction to the other 
caused by the action of the rivers during the past season. 

5. No questions with regard to proprietary rights, boundary 
disputes, or loss or gain of revenue are to be entertained; the 
duty of the Inspecting Officers is simply to record the palpable 
physical fact of the “deep stream.” If they are agreed for the 
whole reach of river within their jurisdictions, they are to sign 
each other’s maps, and forward them to their respective Superiors, 

6. If there are two streams, and the Officers employed cannot 
agree which is the “ deep stream,” the question must be reserved 
for the decision of English Officers deputed from both Districts; 
and if there should be two streams of equal depth, the fact must 
be reported for the orders of the Local Governments or 
Administrations. . 

7. The Collector, on receipt of the reports of his Tehsildars; 
will, if the course of the “deep stream” has changed, have a 
map prepared for his District, attest the date with his official sig- 
nature, and report the fact to the Commissioner. The map thus 
attested will limit the boundary of the District for that year, and 
the jurisdiction of the Civil, Criminal, and Revenue Courts, 
the Police, the Excise, &., &o., will be thereby defined beyond 
question. 

8. The Collector will then proceed to prepare his alluvion 
and dilavion Statements according to the Circular Orders of the 
Board of Revenue. If boundary disputes arise within these 
limits, he will adjudicate them under Act I. of 1847: if disputes 
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arise with regard to property situated within those limits, the 1869 
action will lie in the Civil Courts of the District to which the Rev. Cm. 
disputed lands have been annexed, by order of the Executive. 
without reference to previous history or the place of residence 
of the claimants, who must, if in possession, follow their Jands 

\, across the “deep stream;” and, if out of possession, sue for 

\ possession in the Courts of which the jurisdiction is sere) in 
the manner above stated. 

With regard to the directions contained in paragraph 8 of the 
above Rules, District Officers will bear in mind that, in the 
Bengal Presidency, no remission of revenue can be granted, nor 
can any revenue be assessed on new formations otherwise than 
in accordance with the provisions of Act IX. of 1847. 

The following Rules are to be followed in all cases.in which, 
owing to any deviation in the course of the “deep stream,” the 
lands belonging to an estate on one side of the river may have 
been cut off, and thus transferred within the boundary line of 
another District :— 
` 1. Notwithstanding all changes in the course of the “deep 
stream,” the liability of a permanently-settled entire estate for 
the entire amount of Government Revenue, which may be 
nasessed upon it, will not be interfered with. The entire demand 
will be payable into the Treasury of one Collector only; but 
when all, or by far the greater portion, of the lands constituting 
any estate are found to be situated on the opposite side of the 
river from that of the Collector, on whose Revenue Roll the 
estate is borne, and are likely to remain so, the estate may, for 
convenience’ sake, be transferred to the Revenue Roll of the 
other Collector; but for such a transfer the orders of the 
Governments, both of the North-Western Provinces and Bengal, 
will be necessary. 

2, Similarly, when the proceedings held show that a tempo- 
rarily-settled estate has been divided into two parts by the river, 
the liability for revenue will remain undivided until the 
expiration of the current settlement; but when the necessity for 
re-assessment and re-settlement arises, the opportunity should be 
taken of assessing separately the lands on each side of the river, 


and of making each into an estate separately liable for revenue, 
ry 
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` 1869 payable into the Treasury of the Collector, on whose side of the 
Rav. Cœ, river it may lie. 
- 3. A sound discretion must be exercised by Collectors, in 
order to avoid unnecessary transfers from one Revenue Roll to 
another, and the breaking up of lands into separate estates, when, 
judging from the present action of the river, the lands are 
likely to be constantly shifting from one side to the other. 


No. 10. 


Tue following alteration should be made in the Table of 
Rewards, appended to page 187 of the Board’s Rules:— 

In the column for Backergunge, opposite the word “ Tigers,” ` 
cancel the rate Rupees 5, and substitute Rupees 10. 


No. 11. 


Tun Board find it necessary to call the attention of all local 
Revenue Officers to the procedure laid down in Section 10 of 
Act XX, of 1863. 

2. “When a Committee has once been constituted under the 
Act, Government has no connection with any further appoint- 
ment of members in such Committees. 

3. The procedure laid down in the Section now referred to 
is, that on a vacancy occurring, it is to be filled up by the 
remaining members, or, on their failing to do so, by the Civil 
Court. No report to Government, for notification in the 
Gazette, is necessary. “For the information of the Board, a 
report should be made to them when any such vacancies may be 
hereafter filled up. 


No. 12. 


‘Wit advertence to the Board’s Circular Orders No. 3, of 
August 1867, and No. 6, of September 1868, the attention of 
Commissioners and Collectors ia drawn to the remarks made in 

the following extracts, paras. 4 and 10, 

*No. 6731, dated 16th 


December 1868; from the Resolution* of the Govern- 
@e 
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ment of Bengal, on the Report of the Superintendent and 
Remebrancer of Legal Affairs for 1867-68: 


“ The Board express a hope that, under the operation of their 
“ Circular Order No. 3 of August 1867, the balances will be 
* greatly reduced this year. The Lieutenant-Governor is gravely 
“ dissatisfied at the indifference shown hitherto by Collectors to 
“ this important part of their duties, Serious notice will be taken 
“ of any remissness on the part of individual Officers, brought to 
s notice in the next Annual Report of this Department.” 


“From the 50th, 51st, and 52nd paragraphs of the Report, 
“ notwithstanding the unwillingness of the Legal Remembrancer 
‘to particularize individual Officers and cases, it is very evident 
“that the preparation of pleadings in Civil cases is a branch of 
* their duties to which the Collectors generally do not pay suffi- 
“ cient attention. The Legal Remembrancer remarks that, ‘in 
“ nearly every district more attention is necessary on the part of 
“ Collectors to the early and careful preparation of Government 
“ onses, and that ‘cases have come before him in which, at the 
e trial of the suit, not any of the facts upon which the defence of 
cc the case was approved could be substantiated.’ The Lieutenant- 
* Governor regrets to find such remarks as these necessary after 
all that has been written on this point. Itis not the mere money- 
“ value of a suit which makes the point of importance. There 
“ig a certain discredit attaching to the Government from being 
** concerned in unsuccessful litigation with private individuals, 
c which makes it of great consequence that the Collectors should 
“take every possible pains to supply -accurate and complete 
“information in the first instance, where it is proposed either to 
“ prefer a claim or to contest a demand, so that litigation may not 
‘be resorted to, save on unexceptionable grounds; and then that 
< they should afterwards take an active and intelligent interest in 
“the preparation of Government cases. Collectors should under- 
* stand that, in the event of neglect of this duty being established 
* against any Officer, it will be considered seriously to his discredit 
“and as affecting his claims to advancement in the public service, 
« The Board are requested to impress this subject upon the 


* attention of Commissioners and Collectors by a Circular Order.” 
e8 
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2. The following has been added as clause 4-A. in section 


Rev. Ce. VII., page 260, of the Board’s Rulés :— 


- 4-A. Commissioners must notice specially in their Annual 
Reports the manner in which Collectors have prepared and con- 
ducted suits in which Government are interested, and the degree 
of attention shown by these Officers in the realization of out- 
standing claims. i 


No. 13. 


Tux following is added as Rule 5-A at page 49 of the Board’s 
Rules:— i 

The general Law and Rules, for the apportionment of the 
expenses of a division of an estate, cannot supersede any special 
orders passed by a Civil Court on this subject, when ordering 
a division; such special orders must be obeyed by the Collector 
without further reference tothe Commissioner.or the Board. 


No. 14, 


Tux Board, with the sanction of Governmeht, have prescribed 
a form of Register of Certificates to be kept in each Collector's 
Office, under Section 25, Act VII. of 1868, as well as forms of 
Certificates of Title, under Sections 8 and 11 of the same Act. 
‘Printed copies of these forms should be indented for by District 
Officers, from the Superintendent of Stationery,.who has been 
directed to prepare them for immediate issue. 


No. 16. 


Tux following Resolution of the Government of India, in the 
Foreign Department, No. 240, dated the 27th August, 1868, 
regarding the execution of the decrees of British Courts in 
Foreign States, is published for general information :— 

ResoLurion.—His Excellency the Viceroy and Governor- 
General in Council ‘observes that the object aimed at by the 
Resolution of the 31st of January 1867, which was forwarded to 
all Governments, Administrations, Departments, and Agencies, 


was to give facilities for the execution of the decrees of Civil 
Ge 


t Repouits, 


ay 1809, 
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‘tribunals obtained by British subjects in our own territory, by 
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enlisting the influence of the several Political authorities with Bev. Cm. 


the Princes and the Chiefs of Native States to which the debtor 
had absconded, or in-which he was possessed of property. 

2, It then appeared that several Political Officers objected 
to the Resolution in question, and the subject again came under 
the consideration of the Government on the 10th of April 1867. 

3. On that occasion the Governor-General in Council ex- 
plained the broad principle under which the decrees of Courts 
of one nation or country are recognized by the Courts of 
another country, and the Government declared its opinion that 
there was no reason why this just and equitable principle should 
not be recognized in India. The Governor-General in Council 
next proceeded to modify and explain the Resolution of the 31st 
of January preceding, by proposing more specific rules for the 


guidance of the Political authorities, and by inviting their - 


opinions on this important question. The Rules, it may be stated, 


‘comprised the following provisions :— 


I.—Where there wore regular Courts in Native States, the holder of 
a decree obtained from a British tribunal was himself to apply to such 
Native Courts for the execution of his decree. 

IL—Where there were no regular Courts, the decrce-holder was to 
bring the decree to the notice of the Native Ruler, through the Political 


representative of the British Government, who was to recommend to ` 


the Native Chief or Prince, that effect should be given to the decree in 
whatever way the system of administering justice in such State would 
permit. g 

HI.—The practiee of reciprocity in execution of decrees between our 
own and Nativo tribunals was, if possible, to be adopted. 

4, The replies to the Circular above mentioned of the 10th 
of April, inviting opinions and suggestions, have been received, 
and have been fully considered by the Government of India in 
Couneil. ` 


5. The opinions of the experienced Officers consultéd on 


this question differ ‘considerably, both as to the propriety of- 


issuing the proposed instructions, and as to the possibility of 
attaining the end which the Government had in contemplation. 


6. The Governor-General in Council sees no reason what- 
rod 
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ever to question the soundness and equity of the principle laid 
down in the Circular of the 10th April 1867, nor does he cease 
to hope that, in process of time, regular tribunals may gradually 
be established in all important Native States, which shall eventu- 
ally secure the confidence of suitors, which shall be reliable 
instruments for the execution of the decrees of British tribunals, 
and which, in their turn, shall deliver decrees such as would, in 
ordinary cases, be respected by our own Judges. 

7. But, looking to the weighty objections urged by several 
able and experienced Officers to the adoption of the second pro- 
vision of the Circular in question, to the inexpediency of sub- 
jecting Native Princes and Chiefs to the constant official pres- 
sure of the British Representatives, to the irritation and compli- 
cations to which such a course might possibly give rise, and to 
the probability that, in the end, the legitimate influence of high 
Civil or Military Officers may be weakened or diverted from its 
proper scope, the Government of India is not prepared to insiat 
on carrying out the instructions which it had previously contem- 
plated in the interest of honest and successful suitors. In future, 
then, all Administrations and Political Representatives of the 
British Government will be guided solely by the following 
instructions. 

8. The rule contemplated for cases and States where regular 


` tribunals exist, will still be maintained. Holders of decrees 


obtained in British tribunals, must present them themselves, or 
by their lawfully-constituted Agents, for execution before such 
tribunals, without in any way invoking the aid, or ‘relying on the 
influence, of the British Representative. The question of recipro- 
city in the execution of decrees is one which the ae of the 
respective Governments must decide: 

9. Where there are no regular tribunals, the Political Repre- 
sentative will, as a general rule, abstain from putting any pres- 
gure on, or using his influence with, the Chief or the Durbar, in 
order to the execution of a decree obtained in British territory. 

10. Nor ought this determination to inflict any real hardship 
on claimants, who successfully neve resorted to our Courts for 
redress. 

‘11. In many cases where large sums of money are claimed 

ee 


ee 
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from debtors resident in British territory, such persons, if they 
abscond into Native States, leave either property or partners 
behind them in the said British territory, against whom execu- 
tion may at once be taken out and, in all cases, where plaintiffs 
apprehend that a defaulting debtor may abscond, or may convey 
away his property, the provisions of Act VIII. of 1859, regarding 
the attachment of property while a suit is pending, afford to all 
litigants, who are properly alive to their rights and position 
during litigation, a fair and adequate security ‘against eventual 
loss by evasion or default. : 

12. There may occur, however, the Governor-General in 
Council observes, some flagrant cases in which a defaulting and 
absconding debtor possesses large means within the limita of 
Native territories, in which the default and evasion may be 
marked by actsof gross fraud and‘ flagrant dishonesty, and in 
which, by deceit or artifice, he may have reduced the honest cre- 
ditor to ruin, or have left him without the slightest prospect of 
redress; and there may be other peculiar circumstances which, 
in the judgment of the Political Officer, might render interposi- 
tion on his part expedient. 

13. In such cases the Representative of the British Power 
may, when applied to, most properly use his discretion in point- 
ing out to the Chief and the Durbgr, the special circumstances 
which render intervention desirable, and may urge them to 
compel the defaulter to discharge his liabilities. In cases of 
remarkable difficulty or doubt, the Political authority may, if he 
thinks fit, refer the matter to Government for ordors before 
taking any action, 

14. But it must be daty understood that these cases will 
form the exception, and not the rule; and that the Political autho- 
rity will only adopt this course when he is fully satisfied that 
the case is distinguished by exceptional circumstances, and that 
the claimant has been the victim of fraud and trickery, and has, 
practically, no other means of obtaining his rights. 

15. In such marked cases, the Governor-General in Council, 
does not doubt that the moral influence and advice of the British 


official may be properly exerted, and that the Durbar will recog- 
et i A 
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nize the propriety of insisting that the evading debtor shall come 
to some satisfactory arrangement with his creditors. 

16. The Resolution of the 31st of January is hereby can- 
celled, and all Officers will henceforth be guided by the princi- 
ples as above laid down. 


No. 16. 


To ayan further delay in the issue of certificates to success- 
ful candidates for enrolment as Revenne 

Clauses 8 and 9, section ; 
4, chapter 12, page 194 Agents, whose names have appeared in 


of the Rules, : 

C. O. No. 4064, dated 9th the Calcutta Gazette of the 6th instant, 
September 1868. the Board draw the immediate attention 
ee pe , dated 28th Of District Officers to the orders noted 


in the margin, requiring certain parti- 
culars for their enrolment. 


No. 17. 


UNDER instructions from Government, it is requested that, 
in submitting the Returns under Act IX. of 1868, for the third 
quarter of 1868-69 (ending 31st January, 1869), District Officers 
will show therein, carefully, the results of all alterations made 
under Sections 14 and 15 of the Act. 

2, The Returns should show the actual assessments after legal 
revision under the akove Sections of the law, and a memorandum 
should be also annexed in the under-noted form :— 


Alterations made under Sections 14 and 15, Act IX. of 1868. 
Class in which assessments were made. | Class to which transferred. 


No. 18. 


Tur Board, having reason to believe that the proper attesta- 
tion of Act X. plaints, which forms such an important safeguard 
against fraudulent litigation, is in some districts not sufficiently 
attended to, call the particular attention of all Commissioners 
and Collectors and Deputy Collectors to the point. 
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2, When the plaintiff does not himself attest, the needful 
should be done by an Agent, who has personal knowledge of the 
facts of the case, such as the plaintiff's Naib, Gomastah, &c., 
and in no case should the attestation of a Mookhtar, or other 
person, who has not personal knowledge, be accepted. 

3. To the attestor’s name should be added his employment, 
his place of employment, and that he has personal knowledge. 

4, Any plaint which does not bear, in the face of it, that it 
has been attested in the manner above indicated, should not be 
accepted. l 

5. Itis not necessary that the attestor should himself be pre- 
sent when the plaint is filed. As in Civil suits, plaints under 
Act X. may be attested by absent persons, so long as such per- 
sons are competent to make the attestation, 

6. Any person attesting Act X. plaints without personal 
knowledge of the facts, should be prosecuted for fabricating 
false evidence. 

*7. Commissioners will report, without delay, how far these 
manifest requirements of the law have been attended to in 
their Divisions. 
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A. Money, Esg, C.B., anp C. H. CAMPBELL, Esq. 
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No. 1. 


In the decision of the High Court (Full Bench), dated 8th 
August 1868, in the case cited in the mar- 
kote (Plant) Appel gin, it has been ruled that, a “ Sunnud 
lant, os. Ram Chunder which authorizes a Gomashta to collect 
Doheny PA * Rents and to sue for them,” requires to be 
stamped; and that, “if itis a general power 
of attorney which authorizes the. Gomashta to collect rents 
generally, and to sue for them, if necessary, it requires a four- 
rupee stamp under Article 43, Schedule A, Act X. of 1862.” 
2. The following alteration is, therefore, made in the Board’s 
Rules :— 


For Clause 3, Section 2, page 235, read— 

When Naibs, Gomashtas, and other persons as described in 
Section 69, institute or defend suits under the Act, they must be 
authorized to do so under a power of attorney duly stamped. If 
a general power is given, a stamp of four rupees must be used. 


No. 2. 


THE accompanying copy of a letter from the Government of 
India, in the Financial: Department, No. 3703, dated the 29th 
December 1868, regarding the grant of good service pensions to 
Officers of the Uncovenanted Paes is published for general 
information :— 


In reply to letter of the Officiating Examiner of Claims, 
Calcutta, No. 1793 E, dated 5th December 1868, Iam directed 
to state that the Déspatch of the Secretary of State for India to 
the Government of Fort Saint George, No. 1, dated 18th Janu- 
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ary 1865, published gn Financial” Department’s Notification, 
No. 1349, dated 9th March 1865, clearly states that the privilege 
therein accorded to Uncovenanted Servants of counting pension 
under the Old Rules is to be granted only when the applicant’s 
health requires him to retire from the Service. No Officer, there- 
fore, who has not completed the full period of service qualify- 
ing fora pension under the New Rules, can obtain a good service 
pension under the Old Rules, without the production of a Medi- 
cal Certificate that he is incapable of further service. 


” No. 3. 


Wiru reference to Circular Order, No. 2, of January 1869, 
the following addition is to be made to Chapter XIV., Section 
IVY., at page 227 of the Board’s Rules :— 

Register (No. 91) of Certificates of Demands to be heptin the Col- 
lector’s Office, under Section 25 of Act VII. of 1868, B.C. 
1—Date of Certificate. 2—Section of the Act under which 

Certificate is granted. 83—Name of Debtors. 4—Address. 

5—Nature of Demand. 6—Amount of Demand. 7—Num- 

ber of Certificates. 8—Date of Entry of Satisfaction on 

Certificate. . 

Register (No. 92) of Certificates of Title, under Sections 8 and 
11, to be kept in the Collector's Office, under Section 25 of 
Act VII. of 1868, B.C. 

For sales of entire Estates :— 

1—Towjee Number. 2—Name of Estate or Tenure. 3— 
Name of former Proprietor. 4—Sndder Jumma. 6—Name — 
of present Proprietor. 6—Date of Purchase. 7—Amount of 
Purchase-money, 

Register (No. 93) of Certificates of Title, under Sections 8 and 
11, to be kept in the Collector's Office, under Section 26 of 
Act VII. of 1868, B.C. 
For sales of shares of Estates :— 
1—Towjee Number of the entire Estate. 2—Name of the 

entire Estate. 3—Sudder Jumma of the éntire Estate. 4— 


Description of the share sold, 6—Subordinate Towjee Number 


ar., 1860. 
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of the share sold. 6—Name of the former Proprietor of the 
share sold. 7—Sudder Jumma for which the share sold is 
separately liable. 8—Name of present Proprietor. 9—Date 
of Purchase. 10—Amount of Purchase-money. 


No. 4. 


In accordance with the orders of Government on para. 8 of 
the Board’s Report, respecting the Legal Affairs of the Bengal 
Presidency, for the year 1867-68, copies of which have been dis- 
tributed to local Officers, the following amendment is made in 
the Board’s Rules :— 

Clause 4, page 37.—For the words “ papers, vizt.,” substitute 
“papers, of which duplicates should be forwarded at the same 
time direct to the Legal Remembrancer, vizt.,” 


No. 5. \ 


Tue following addition is made to the Board’s Rules, at page » 


40 im 


294. Government Pleaders are yearly allowed one month’s 
privilege leave of absence without forfeiture of pay, provided 
they can make suitable arrangements for the conduct of Govern- 
ment cases during their absence. Privilege leave, with full pay, 
cannot, however, be granted where it is necessary to appoint 
a locum tenens for the Government Pleader on leave. 


No. 6. 


As the entries in column 11, Table 2, of Return No. VIII., are 
made without any degree of uniformity, and as they do not sub- 
serve, any practical purpose, the heading “ Entries made in the 
Registers” is expunged from Table 2 of the Return. 

The notes appended to Form of Registers Nos. 51 and 52, at 
page 223 of the Board’s Rules, are also struck out. District 
Officers will, however, remember that Register No. 51 is to 
contain every petition that is received into the office; and Register 
No. 52, overy other kind of paper, except English letters, The 


REVENUE CIRCULARS. 
+ 
heading of Register No. 52 should be altered into “ All other 


. Papers received into the Office, except English letters.” The 


entries made in columns 9 and 10 of Table 2, Return No. VIL., 
will be simply the totals taken from these Registers. 

Heading 7, which was added by Circular Order No. 8, of 
April 1868, to Registers 51 and 52, is also cancelled. 


No. 7. 


In continuation of Circular Order No. 4 for December 1868, 
and with reference to the Resolution of the Government of 
India, Financial Department, No. 141, dated 6th January 1869, 
the following addition is made to clause 12, page 10 of the 
Board’s Rules :— 

When land presented in free-gift by a private individual, for 
the purposes of a Railway, is made over to a guaranteed Railway 
Company in Class C, no rent shall be charged by Government, 
beyond the jumma or revenue previously paid to Government 
for the land. 


No. 8. 


TuE copy of the Weekly Return of Prices Current hitherto 
submitted to the Board, under Circular Order, No. 10, of October 
1865, should, in future, be forwarded to the Government of 
Bengal, direct, by District Officers. 


No. 9. 
Tux following is to be substituted for Chapter XII., Section 
1, of the Board's Rules, at pages 190 and 191. The Superin- 
tendent of Stationery has been directed to meuEply copies of the 
rules for use under rule 12, 


i Szorion I.—APPEALS. 
1. Tue Board of Revenue is competent, with or without 
appeal, to call for, revise, or alter any 
gesgoral powes of Proceedings of a Commissioner or other 
subordinate Revenue Authority, not made 
final by law. Commissioners will receive and transmit to the 
Board, only such petitions of appeal against orders passed by 


them, as belong to the following cases :— á 
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Division of Estates under Regulation XIX., 1814. 1869 

Punishment of Ministerial Officers, Regulations V., 1804, Rsv. Om. 

and VIII., 1809. : 

Orders regarding Revenue Agents, Act XX. of 1865. 
Sales... šie iri .. Act VIII., 1866, B.C. 
Commissioners, in forwarding such petitions for the Board’s 

orders, shall also submit a Report in English. 

2. Petitions of appeal presented to a Commissioner, for the 

Petitions of appeal for PUTPOSe of being forwarded to the Board, 
transmission, to be pre- must be prepaid by Postage Stamps, affixed 
paid: to the open envelope containing the petition. 
- 3. Appeals are received by the Board, ordinarily, only in the 

above specified cases. In all other cases, 
eee bene tent appeals will not, as of course, be heard by . 
seers ofapecial them. If such are presented, however, 

they must be addressed to the Board direct, 
.and must be of the nature of a special appeal in a Civil Court, 
i e. the ground of appeal must be of a disputed point of law 
or revenue practice. The points raised must be certified in 
brief on the back of the petition. 

4. Appeals must be made to the Board of Revenue within 
one month of the date of the Commissioner’s 
order appealed against, deducting the time 
occupied in obtaining copy of the order. To enable the Board 
to calculate this deduction, the Rule in Section II, Clause 19, 
must be carefully observed by Commissioners. The Board have 
a discretion to admit an appeal after time. 

5. Whenever a Report is called for from a Commissioner upon 

Nature of Report ex- 94 appeal against his orders, he is expected 
pected from Oommis- to draw it up himself, and not to require the 
nionez, Collector to do so. In submitting such 
Reports, Commissioners are always to preface their remarks by 
a short and clear narrative of the facts, to enable the Board to 
understand the allegations and answers which follow. The 
Report itself is to be made in double column, the allegations of 
the appellant being stated, in order, in the left-hand column, and 
the Commissioner’s remarks upon, or reply to, each allegation, 
being entered in the right-hand column, opposite to the allega- 


tion to which they refer. 
a 


Limitation of appeals. 
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6. The orders of a Commissioner are not, ordinarily, revers- 
OneMomber will not €d or altered, except upon the concurrent 
rovers: opinion of both the Members of the Board. 
7. In cases in which the period within which Commissioners 
are authorized to receive appeals from the 
orders of their subordinates, is not regulat- 
ed by law, such appeals should, ordinarily, 
be rejected, if not made within one month from the date of the 
order appealed against. Commissioners have, however, a discre- 
tion to depart from this rule, 
8. The Board will not interfere with the orders of the local 
authorities till notice has been served on 
sry served on the respondents. Such notice will be served 
i at the expense of the appellant, by -the 
Collector of the district, on his receiving the necessary instruc- 
tions, which will be communicated through the Commissioner. 


Limitation of appeals 
to Commissioners, 


9. The period fixed in Section 156 of Act X. of 1859 (viz. 


soa he 16 days) may be adopted as the period 
o pamo appeals within which appeals may be preferred to 
a Collector against the order of a Deputy 
Collector in Settlement, Division, and Miscellaneous proceedings. 
But as there is no law fixing the period of appeal, no appeal 
should be rejected because preferred after the lapse of 15 days, 
if preferred within a reasonable period, and if the Collector sees 
sufficient grounds for his interference, 
10. With every appeal, whether to the Collector, Commis- 
Authenticated copy of 10ner, or the Board, an authenticated copy 
appeal to be filed. of the order, appealed against, must be filed. 
` 11. A notice is to be suspended in the Court-room of every 
Katrs Gh notieca tò bé Commissioner, to the effect that when appel- 
suspended in the Court- lants before the Board, are not present, or 
room of Commissioner. represented, their appeal will, unless strong 
grounds for interference are shewn in the petition, be struck off 
in default. . 
12. A copy of the above Rules, both 
R ae it i ma in English and the Vèrnacular, should be 


Vernacular to be keptin kept suspended in a conspicuous place, 

every Collector and Com- > * oat ’ 

misaona Office. ae Collector and Commissioner’s 
ce. 
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THE subjoined Government Order is circulated for the 
guidance of all District Officers, who are enjoined to observe 
strictly the ruling therein conveyed. 





1869 


* The order of the Government of India, in the Financial - 


“* Department, No. 2703, dated the 29th September 1868, allow- 
* ing Uncovenanted Officers to draw full pay during absence 
“ on privilege leave, and authorizing the acting allowance due 
“ to their substitutes, to be paid out of the General revenues, 
“having conferred so great a boon on the Service, it is very 
“desirable that it should not be in any way abused. I am, 
"a therefore, to request the special attention of the Board, to the 
* restrictions laid down by the subsequent order of the 15th 
“ December, which directs that ‘ whenever privilege leave is 
“ granted, arrangements should, if possible, be made for the 
“ performance of the absentee’s work without extra charge to 
© the State, because it was by no means intended, when the 
“ Resolution of the 29th September 1868 was passed, that on 
“every occasion of an Uncovenanted servant being allowed 
* privilege leave, a substitute should be formally appointed to 
© act for him.’ 

«2, The only way in which this restriction will be fairly 
“ and fully acted up to, is by seeing that no substitute is ordinarily 
“ appointed for a mere Clerk or Ministerial Officer when absent 
“on privilege leave; but that his duties are discharged by the 
* remainder of the Office or the Establishment to which he belongs. 
“It is only when an Office is really too weak to admit of such 
“an arrangement, that acting appointments will be justifiable. 
« The Lieutenant-Governor desires that this rule may be care- 
“fully observed by the Board, and by all Herds of Offices 
‘* subordinate to the Board. 

«3. The several Commissioners of Divisions have been 
© addressed on the subject direct from this Office.” 


No. 11. 


t 
Distriot Officers are requested to observe the following 
instructions issued by the Government of India, in the Financial 
a 
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Department, connected with the preparation of the Returns of 
Assessments on Official Salaries, under Act IX. of 1868. 
2. In column 2, Form XV-B., to be submitted to the Govern- 


ment of India, the actual number of persons who have been 


assessed should be correctly shown, and the same person should 
not be entered as more than one individual. This can only be 
ensured by the Officer who prepares the consolidated Return for 
Lower Bengal, having before him the name of each person 
assessed. This information should, therefore, be given in the 
next Quarterly Return. The total amount of the assessment on 
any individual, from the Ist May 1868, would indicate in what 
line of Form No. XV-z. he should appear, for that amount 
considered with reference to the period for which he had been 
assessed, would show the rate of his salary per annum. 

8. No correction need be made on account of refunds, but 
at the end of the year, supplementary Statements may be fur- 
nished, showing the net assessments, and omitting the column for 
refunds, the classification of the persons assessed being made 
to correspond with the net assessments. 

4. A separate Returù should be made for assessments on 
persons paid by Local Funds, in the same Form as No. X V-B. 
and called Form X V-B4. 


No. 12. 

THE special attention of District Officers is requested to the 
following extract from the Proceedings of the Lieutenant- 
Governor of Bengal, in the Public Works Department, under 
date the 4th February 1869: 

' The Controller of Public Works Accounts states “ that there 


“are accounts due from Civil Officers for considerable sums, . 


“some of the instances being of long standing (since 1865-66 
* and 1866-67). The Controller further states that there.is ‘a 
« general improvement in the manner in which accounts are 
“ received from Civil Officers, though there is still much irregu- 
“larity in the manner in which they expend funds from their 
“ownTreasury balance for public works, instead of drawing the 
“ amount from the Executive Engineer as required by the Code. 


« This refers chiefly to works executed on Roads and on Famine 
@ 


0 
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« Relief works, and as the pressure on this ‘account is now over, 
“ there is no doubt that a more strict application of the rules will 
“ be obtained.’ It is very desirable that more attention should be 
“ given to rendering these accounts, as great inconvenience has 
“ been experienced from want of attention to this point.” 


No. 13. 


Tue following should be added as Rule 11, at page 308 of the 
Board’s Rules :— į 


“11. When Stamps are despatched to or from any Office in 


several packets, there should, in addition to the general chellan, 
be a separate chellan in each packet, shewing the contents of the 
same. 


No, 14. 

Tue following Order of the Government of India, Public 
Works Department, No. 2, dated 8th January 1869, regarding 
cash payments for Canal-water supplied to Government 
Establishments, is published for information and guidance :— 

“ The question having been raised as to whether the Viceroy’s 
“ Body-Guard should be allowed the free use of water from the 
‘Canal at Dehra, the opportunity was taken to consider 
“whether a charge should not be made for the use of Canal- 
water supplied to Troops or®ther Government Establishments. 

“2. As the supply of water to Government Departments 
e necessarily causes a reduction of the quantity available for 
“ the public, it appears advisable to limit the supply to Govern- 
“ment Departments, to what is strictly essential to their wants. 
“ This end, it is believed, can best be attained by requiring 
“ payment to be made for the water consumed by such Depart- 
“ments. The Governor General in Council has, accordingly, 
« decided that, in all cases, Public Departments are to pay at 
‘the ordinary rates in force, for all Water supplied from 
“Government canals, As a rule, cash payments may be made, 
“but if the Department served desires to adopt a system of 
“ credits in account instead, a special reference should be made 
“ on which orders can be issued.” 
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MARCH, 1869. 


A. Moner, Esos; C.B., anp C, H. CAMPBELL, Esa. 


Pa t 


E ae i ERRATUM: 


In Cittaias No. 3 3 of February 1869, line lst, for” ee “No. 2” 
read No. T4. . 


No. 1. 

As Executive Engineers already submit to their Departmental 
superiors Annual Returns for the construction. and repair of 
buildings in the Revenue Department, borne on the books of the 
Public Works Department, it is no longer necessary for District 
Officers to prepare and submit Return No. XX-VI. 

The following aterenons are, therefore, made in the Board's 
Rules :— - 


3 


1869 ` 


Clause 5, Section III., at page 159, is cancelled; and Clauses : 


6, 7, and 8 will now be numbered 5, 6, and 7. 

Clause 7, Section VIIL., at page 261, is cancelled ; and the 
following Clauses at page 262 will now be numbered 7 to 12, 
instead of ` 8 to 13. 

Return No. XXVI. is struck out of the List of Denon and - 


District’ Returns, at page 263 of the Rules Ce Cireular OP i 


No. 13 of October 1868.) . 
2. The Returns No. XXVI- for 1869-70, which are now 


pending before the Board, require no orders, and will be deposited. - 


ave S 


No. 2. i as 

Wiru reference to the Government Notification of the 16th 
July 1865, published in the “Calcutta Gazette” of-the 26th - 
idem, the following addition is made to the Board’s Rule at 
page 312, under the orders of Government :— 

23. Indents for printed copies of Circulars may, in TAN 
be sent direct to the Alipore Jail Press, instead of ee the 
Superintemlent of Stationery. 
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Rev. Om. 


40 


1869 


Rav. Om, `’ 
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> 


-PARTICULAR atenton is ivan to paragraphs 16 and 23 of 


‘Government Order No. 185, dated [6th January 1869, on the 


Board’s Land Revenue Administration Reportfor 1867-68, copies 
of which have already been circulated. District Officers are 
requested to transfer in future. to credit of Government, as they 


` fall due, the instalments of revenue of estates under the Court 


of Wards; and also to arrdnge for the punctual payment of rents 
of’ all attached holdings to their superior landlords. - 


_ No. 4, 


THE following move be added as s Rule 2-4, at page 340 of 
the Board’s Rules :— 


Ben, 
. 15 


2-a. On taking charge of a minor’s share in an undivided joint | 


estate, either under Act XL. of 1858, or under the regular 


- orders of the Court of Wards, Collectors should at once take steps 


to open a separate account for such share, in aeoonanece with 


: Seros 10 of 11 of Act XI. of 1859. 


No: 6. 


Tae special attention of all Divisional and District Officers 
is- drawn- to Clause. (d). of Government Resolution, dated 14th 
May last, which was published with the Board’s Circular Order 
No. 9° of June 1868, calling for the submission: of well con- 
sidered suggestions from all Heads of Departments, as to any 


` slight changes or additions which, in their opinion; may be intro- 


duced in the Statistical Registers, from the beginning of 1869-70, 
which would’ havé the ‘effect of enabling them, at the end’of the 
year, to increase the number of entries for that- year in the new 


yo “No. 6. 

THE Board’s Circular Order No. 6, of March 1868, is cancelled 
with reference to the more recent Circular Order No. 2 of 
December last, regarding Resolutions recorded by Commissioners 
on District Periodical Returns. ` & 
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For the compilation of the Board’s Preliminary Certificate 
Tax Report, the Superintendent of Stationery: has been instruct- 
ed to furnish each District Officer at once ‘with (6) six copies 
of the Form No. XXX., one of which should be filled in and 
submitted to the Board not later than the 18th May 1869, another 
being simultaneously forwarded to thé Commissioner’s Office. 

2, District Officers are reminded that the Annual: Certificate 


ff 


Tax Return (Form No. 18, as prescribed by the Government of, 


India’s Resolution No. 2464, dated 20th April 1868, and bearing 


No. XLIIL, in the revised List of Perio tical Returns appended . 


to Circular Order No. 13 of October 1868) is to be prepared , 


and submitted in two parts, as enjoined in para. 33 of the above 
Resolution. i 

3.- As goon ‘after the close of the year, ending 30th` April 
` 1869, as possible, each Commissioner should- submit to’ the Board 


a general report on the Administration of the Tax Act (IX. of: 


1868) in his Division. 
No; 8.- 

TuE under-noted alteration should be made-in the wording of 
the 4th paragraph of the revised Rule 1, ‘Section IV, page 159 of 
Board’s Rules, ‘notified. in .Board’s . Circular No. 9 of October 
1868 :— 

“ For an Assistant at. Head Quarters, (being ù in addition to the 
Joint Magistrate) a Swiss cottage tent, 12 feet: square, at a cost 
of Rupees 540, and a necéssary tent at a cost of Rupees 353 
or, if it be preferred, a hill tent, 14 feet square, at a cost of 
Rupees 495, arid necessary tent at a cost of Rupees 35.” 


- 


No. 9. 


In accordance ‘with the orders of Government, the following 


is added as Rule-7 to Chapter XT, Section’ X, at Page 186 of the ` 


Board’s Rules :— 
Personal Assistants to Commissioners are Sia to coun- 
tersign travelling allowance, and all other bills not containing 
$r ; 


» a receipt, will do so at his own risk, 
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' charges of an unusual nature, which have heretofore been passed 


by Commissioners alone. Bills preferring charges other than of 
an ordinary character must be countersigned by Commissioners 
themselves. 


~ 


No. 10. 


Tam Board having had before them lately many cases in 
which assessments ‘under Act IX of 1868 were made by Asses- 
sors and Deptity Collectors on parties exercising trades and 
professions in several places, without reference to the Collectors 
of each of those places, as directed in the Financial Orders of 
the Government of India, No. 2464, dated 20th April 1868, 
District Officers are informed that in future, whether under the: 


Certificate Tax or Income Tax, whenever an Assessor ASSESSES A 


man having business in two or more places without reference to 
the Collectors of those places, and it turns” out that the’ assess- 
ment is below what it would have been, had he consulted the 
Collectors concerned, Government will be advised to indémnify 
itself for the loss’ from, the- Assessor's salary. Collectors are 
reqguertedio give a copy of this Circular Order to each Assessor. 


No. IL 


Wun any person paying in ‘process fees: esos. to take a 
receipt for the amount, it should be given to him. The following 
Rules are to be now added as Nos. 29 and 30, Section VII at 
page 202, Board’s Rules :— 

29. A Cheque Receipt Book should be kept in every Col- 
lectorate, from which a receipt duly filled in and signed by the 
Nazir, or other Officer receiving the process fees, must be given ~ 
to every payee who asks for a receipt. _ 

30.- A notice should be framed and suspended in the Nazir’s 
Office, stating that the Nazir has strict orders to give receipts 
for process fees to all applicants for such receipts, and that here. 
after any one paying in money on account of process fees without 


Law pee 
“April, 1869. 
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No. 12. 


Tue following Rule, which is based on an order of Government, ` 


is substituted for Clause 10, page 119 of the Board’s Rules. It 
will be vigorously enforced in future, and the Lieutenant-Gover- 
nor desires that all Heads of Offices should make it distinctly 
understood by their Establishments :— - 

10. -All Heads of Offices having Establishments in the pay 
` of Governmént should make their subordinates distinctly under- 


stand that all public servants arrested for debt; or having recourse - 


to the Insolvent Court, will be deemed to have forfeited their 
appointments, unless it can be shown that their embarraesments 
have been the result of, unforeseen misfortunes, or of circum- 


stances over which they could exercise no control, and have not |., 


proceeded from dissipated or extravagant habits. Every case 
in which a servant of Government is arrested for debt, or resorts 
to the Insolvent Court, ‘should be invariably reported for the 
information of Government, with a copy of the schedule filed.in 
the Insolvent Court, when recourse is had to that Court. 


No: 13. 
Tux Board observe that there is no uniformity of practice at 
present in the preparation of the monthly abstract of correspón- 


dence—Return No. 1—submitted to them by Commissioners. In- 


some Divisions much useless matter is reported ; in others, things 
are left out which should be reported. Accordingly, the following 
clause is added to Section III at page 258 of the Board’s 
Rules :— 
7. Everything connected with a definition or application of 
_ Law, and every order as to which a different view might possibly 
be taken by the Board, should be entered in this Return; but 


correspondence on mere trifling matters of form, or of small 
interest, should be’ omitted. 


No, 14. 


A oase has recently occurred in which a Revenue Officer 
ordered payment of a large sum of money to be made from a 


Bon, Law Re 
15 April, I 
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eo j r ‘ 
-1869 Treasury, recording his order in the Vernacular of the District and 
Bev. Cm. ignoring altogether imperative reasons, which were on record also 
in the Vernacular, for refusing to make such payment. ` 
2. Lrregular payments are made at the personal risk of the 
Officer who orders them, and the Board now desire that the follow- 
‘ing Rule, which is added as Clause 20, Section XIII, at, page 
` - 189 of the Board’s Rules, be in future strictly observed :— 
20. Every Officer possessing a knowledge of English, in 
`> ordering payment of any sum of money from a Treasury, must ` 
- | _ 1 record his order in that language, distinctly specifying the account 
under which payment is made, and the reasons for ordering it. 
This Rule is not to apply to purely formal payments of salaries. | 


r Sos 


y 


No. 15. 


< 


Tuk special attention of all local Officers is drawn to the orders 

_ contained in the subjoined extract, paragraph 22, from the Resolu- 
~tion of the Government of Bengal, dated 20th February 1869, on 
the Board’s Report on the administration of the Excise Department, 

_ in the Lower Provinces, during 1867-68, copy of which, with a 
copy, of the Resolution, has been supplied to each District 
Officer :— ` l Ty ; 
“c The Lieutenant-Governor has read with regret the remarks of 

the Officiating Commissioner‘ of Dacca contained in paragraph 104 
(of the Board’s, Annual Excise Report for 1867-68). His Honor is 
aware that the Board have for some years made every effort to 
oblige local District Officers to give more of their own attention 
to the working of the Excise Department than they had previously 
been in the habit of giving, and he hopes that the Board will 
continue their efforts in that direction.” i ` 
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No. 16. 


Iw accordance with the opinion of the High Court in the case 

of Peary Mohun Mookerjee, the following amendments are made 

° in Rules 2 and 3, Section I, Chapter XVI, at page 233 of the 
Board’s Rules :— 


, & 


aw Reporta, 
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The figures“ 25” are omitted from Rule 2, and after the figures 1869 
*13” in line 2 of Rule 3 the words “ for” ejoctment of aryot, Rev. Cm. 
farmer, &c., under Section 25,” are added., 


No. 17. 


Tue Board sansider it exceedingly desirable that young of- 
cers should be encouraged to make-themselves, as soon as possi- 
ble, fully and practically acquainted with everything relating to ; 
the Survey Maps and Records, (including the Mehalwar and Mou- 
zawar Registers) particularly with the manner in which property ~ 
is sub-divided and shown in the Maps. A great deal of. most 

i useful information as to the tenure of land, &c., is contained in 
these documents. They are, moreover, constantly'filed as exhibits, 
and, if thoroughly understood by the Presiding Officer, are often 
of great assistance in the disposal of cases of many kinds.- The 
Board therefore desire that Collectors and Commissioners will 
at once take such measures as will ensure the above. Commis-. 
sioners when on circuit will carefully ascertain how far this Cir- 
cular has been attended to, and will mention the subject in their 
Annual Report. 


No. 18. 


‘Ir has been brought to the notice of the Board that in some 
Districts the rules for the keeping up of Registers Nos. 66 and 
67 have been neglected: District Officers are now enjoined to 
have both Registers written up carefully at once, obtaining the 
necessary ‘forms from the Superintendent of Stationery. 

2. Commissioners will, when on tour, satisfy themselves that 
these orders have been carried out. 


No. 19. á 


THE following alteration and additions are made in Chapter V, 
_ Section XVIII, page 81 of the Board’s Rules :— 
For present clause 2 substitute— 
2. One-half of every such realized fine and forfeiture in the. F 
case of any confiscated article, except Opium, and in the case of i 
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Opium, one-half of every such realized fine, and 1 rupee and 8 
annas for each seer of confiscated Opiym fit for use, must by law, 
every instance, be “awarded to thé Officer or Officers who 


apprehended the offender ;” and the other half or the same awards 


precisely as above mentioned are to be made to the informer, if 
there is one, 

2nd.—Alsa add as new rules :— 

5B. Owing to the great importance of paying ‘rewards 


ts promptly to informers and apprehenders of offenders against the 


Opium Laws, the Government have, in order to obviate the delay 
which must ‘often occur in realizing fines, sanctioned the provi- 
sion of a latge amount in the Budget Estimates of the two Opium: 
Agencies from which rewards are payable. i 

5C. When fines in cases of infraction of the Opium Laws are 
not realized at onge, and when the proportionate rewards from 
this source cannot; therefore, be immediately disbursed in the 
adjudication of the case, as required by the Law, Section 76, 


-Act XXI of 1856, and Section 30, Act XIII of 1857, applica- 


tion is to be made forthwith by the District Collector to the Opium 
‘Agent of the Division, the Opium Agents of Behar and Benares 
having been empowered by Government to grant ‘special rewards 
up to an amount of Rupees 200 in each case. If, subsequently, 
the amount of the fine imposed is realized, the Collector, apply- 
ing for and disbursing the special rewards, should solicit the Court 
to repay the amount to the Agent. 


No. 20. 


In submitting explanations of arrear balances in Table IV of 
Return No. X, District Officers will in future invariably specify 
the year to which such balances respectively belong. 


uw Reports, 
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_ APRIL, 1869. 


A, Money, Ese., C.B., AND C. H. CAMPBELL, Esq. 


e 
ERRATUM. 


For the two Circular Orders, quoted in the margin of Cir- 
cular Order No. 16, of January last, read “Circular Order 
No. 3, of September 1868, and the Erratum published with the 
Circular Orders for November 1868.” £ 


No. 1. / 


TOERE being a large stock of the old forms of Registers, 
Nos. 51 and 52, and Return No. VIII. in the Stationery Office, 
the Board have directed the Superintendent to issue them for use, 
pending the preparation of the revised forms, prescribed in 
Circular Order No. 6, of February 1869. The old forms should 
be accordingly altered by hand, to meet the directions issued in 
that Circular Order. 


No. 2. 


Tue following addition is made in Chapter VI., page 121 of 
the Board’s Rules :— 

7-A. Collectors of Districts are also fo hold enquiries into the 
validity of all securities given by Salt and Customs Officers who 
are required to find security, and to incorporate the results in 
their Annual Departmental Reports, The Collector of Customs, 
Calcutta, the Superintendent of Stamps, and the Superintendent 


_ of Stationery are to state, annually, in their Reports, after 


necessary enquiries, whether the securities of all Officers subor- 


dinate tæthem who furnish security, are sufficient and valid. 
9I 
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2, Enquiries, as required by the above Rule, are to be made 


Rev. Om. by.the several Officers concerned, in the form No. 36, and the 


results submitted with their Reports for the year 1868-69. 


No. 3. 


Tae following alteration is made in Rule 4, at page 327 of 
the Board’s Rules, with reference to Act No. ILI. of 1868 :— 


In the fourth line, substitute “One” month for “ Three” 
months, as the period within which an appeal will lie Sto the 
Commissionér, from the decision of the Superintendent. 


No. 4. 


* Tex following Rule is laid down agreeably to the Orders of 


the Government of Bengal, in the Public Works Department, 
No. 24, dated 18th March 1869, and is to bear No. 8, at 
page 159 of the Board’s Rules :— 

8. Collectors should farm out any surplus road-side lands 
belonging to Government, which may be made over to them for that 
purpose, by the Officers of the Public Works Department. The 


. right of cutting earth from such lands, for the repair of the road, 


should be reserved to Government in the lease, a stipulation 
being also made on the part of Goveynment to avoid injury to 
crops. The lands having been purchased by Government in the 
Public Works Department, the proceeds from them should be 
credited in the accounts to the Public Works revenues. 


No. 6. 


Ir has come to the Board’s notice that a diversity of practice 
prevails in Commissioners’ Offices in registering cases. The 
following practice is, therefore, enjoined :—A case begins when 
the petition of appeal is presented, or the proceeding held, which” 
institutes the case. A case ends when the final order for its 
disposal is passed. Each case will, therefore, in future, be 
entered in the Commissioner’s file, in accordance with this view, 
whether the papers remain in his office, or are sent to éhe Col- 
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lector, for fresh enquiry, on further astio Cases of this 
latter kind, now with the Collector, will be at once entered in 
the Register, as if now instituted. Commissioners should periodi- 
cally examine their Registers, to check delay on the part of 
Collectors in carrying-out orders in remanded cases, or in cases 
in which information has been demanded. 

2. The folowing should be added as Rule 4-A to Chapter 
XVIII., Section 3, at page 257 of the Board’s Rules :— 

Commissioners, when submitting their Quarterly Return of 
Busintss, should give the date of institution of all cases on their 
file which may be pending more than three months, as well as 
an explanation of the delay in disposing of them. 


No. 6. 


PRINTED copies of forms of Schedule A, referred to in 
Sections X V., XVI., XVIIL, and XIX.; of Schedule B, referred 
to in Section XIX.; and of Schedule C, referred to in Section 
XXI. of Act VII. of 1868, B. C., should be indented for by 
District Officers from the Superintendent of Stationery, who has 
been directed to prepare such forms for immediate issue. 


No. 7. 


THE Rule contained in Clause 4, Section I., Chapter 25, Board’s 
Rules, being sometimes misunderstood, the following alteration 
is prescribed :— 

The Clause now numbered 4 is withdrawn; that numbered 5 
is to be numbered 4; and the following is to appear as Clause 5 :— 

When the whole of any Ward’s Estate has been thus let in 
farm, arrears of revenue should be recovered from the farmers, 
under the procedure laid down in Section 16, Act VIL, 1868, 
B. C., such farmer being subject, under Clause 2, Section 3, Regu- 
lation VI., 1822, to the same processes as are applicable to persons 
holding other farms under the Collector. When, however, a 
manager has been appointed under Regulation X., 1793, asis or- 
dinarily done, such manager must realise arrears from any persons 
holdingsleases under him, in accordance with Act X., 1859. 
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1869 No. 8. 
Eev. Cre, 
Tux circulation of the “Bengal Law Reporter” through the 


Board of Revenue has been discontinued with the sanction of 
Government. The Circulars of the Board are now separately 
printed and issued bi-monthly. The words, “appear in the 
Revenue, Civil and Criminal Reporter which is supplied,” in 
Clause 3, Section I., at page 173 of the Board’s Rules, should 
therefore be scored through, and the following substituted: “ Are 
issued in bi-monthly parts, which are supplied direct (in any 
number required for Office use.)” 


No. 9. 


Wits reference to Circular Order No. 1 for June 1866, the 
present Members of the Board are of opinion that there is no 
Clause in the Stamp Act, orin the Schedule to the same, which 
can be considered to authorize exemption of Kuboolyuts, or 
engagements entered into by farmers and others, from the Gene- _ 
ral Rule contained in Clause 33, Schedule A of Act X. of 1862. 
It is there laid down that a Kuboolyut or counterpart of a lease 
shall have the same stamp as for such lease. In the general 
exemptions to the same Schedule, it is true no stamp is required 
for any instrument or writing made or executed by any Officer 
of Government, but the wording of this Clause is clearly 
restricted, and evidently only exempts instruments made’ by 
Government Officers, and not such as are made by others with 
the Government. y 

2. Whilst, therefore, a lease granted by a Government Officer 
is exempted from stamp duty, the counterpart to such lease is 
not exempted, but must bear the stamp which would have been 
required for the lease in question, had it not fallen under the 
exemption. 

The marginal note to forms D and H appended to the Waste 
Land Rules at pages 359 and 362, respectively, of the Board’s 
Manual, should be now cancelled, and for it should be substitut- 
ed the words— The counterpart of this is to be exeeuted on. 
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stamp paper, Article 37, Schedule A, Act X. of 1862,” which 
corresponds with Article 16, Schedule IT. of the Amended Stamp 
Bill, at page 723 of the Calcutta Gazette, dated the 31st March 
1869. 


No. 10. 


Tue following is added as Rule 5-A, to Section I., Chapter 
XXV., at page 340 of the Board’s Rules :— 

Whenever estates belonging to minors under the Court of 
Wards are let in farm, a clause should be entered in the lease, 
binding the farmer to file the collection papers of each year of 

the farm, at the expiration of the lease. 


No. 11. 


Tue following Rule is to be added as Rule 7, Section IL., at 
page 163 of the Board’s Rules :=— 

Book-binders permanently employed in Government Offices 
are entitled to the benefits of the above Rules. 


No. 12 


Tur special attention of Divisional Officers and Collectors of 
Districts within the limits specified in the Salt Rules by the 
Government, in ‘accordance with the provisions of Section 12, 
Act VII. of 1864 (B. C.), is drawn to a foot-note which has been 
added to the existing forms of Charchittee Rowanahs, authoriz- 
ing a wholesale vendor, or holder of an Attraffee Rowanah, when 
delivering Salt under a Charchittee to a Retail-vendor who wish- 
es to sell such Salt at more than one place, to enter the name of 
the place where the latter resides and of the Hats at which he 
wishes to sell, together with a specification of the routes by 
which the Salt may have to be carried to and fro. District Off- 
cers are requested to draw the attention of Salt Traders and the 
Police of their respective districts, to the above-mentioned addi- 
tion to the existing form of Charchittee. 
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2. The Board have further informed the Inspector-General of 


Ray. Cœ. Police, L. P., that, in their opinion, the requirements of Section 


21 of Act VII. of 1864 (B. C.), will be sufficiently met if a ven- 
dor enters up his daily sales on the back of his Rowanah, at the 
close of the day; and that officer has been requested to instruct 


‘his subordinates to relax the present procedure of requiring 


immediate entries of sale, and to refrain from interfering with 
vendors, as long as sales are daily recorded, that is, at the 
close of each day. 


No. 13. 


UNDER orders of Government, in the Public Works Depart- 
—,—— ment, District Officers are requested to 













ware t ES 
tai arenas furnish their respective Commissioners, at 
sates once, with as complete a Statement as possi- 
basas ble, in the form marginally indicated, of all 


cases in which Awards by Arbitrators of 
compensation for lands taken for public 


Cireum- 
stances of 
cach case. 














= purposes under Act VI. of 1857, made 
zi since the Act was passed, have been con- 
E P sidered exorbitant, or in excess of the fair 
E ae value of property, or of the sum offered 
$ 7E i È by the Collector. The Statement should 
% |559 contain a brief account of the circumstances 
; Ef of each caso, with the names of the owners 
“| BZ of the properties, the sums awarded, and 
ĀE L the sums offered in behalf of the Govern- 
H ment. 
“o 





2. Commissioners should compile from 
the District Statements a Divisional Return, 
and in submitting the latter should add an 
expression of their opinion on the general 


which land 
was taken, 


Purpose for 








8 
ig 
& 


subject, stating specially whether Govern- 
ment has of late years been forced to pay sums considerably in 
excess of the fair value-of land taken for public purposes, in the 


vicinity of large towns. e 


REVENUE CIRCULARS. 
No. 14. 


Tur following addition is made in Section I., Chapter XVI., 
page 233 of the Board’s Rules :— 

14, Applications for the return of Exhibits, or to have a case 
recorded as compromised, in which the amount or value of the 
subject-matter is less than Rupees 60, require a stamp of one 
anna, Applications of the above nature in relation to suits or 
cases exceeding Rupees 50 in value, require an eight-anna 
Stamp. ` 


+ 


No. 15. 


UNDER the ordors of Government, dated 17th September 1868, 
published in the Calcutta Gazette of the 23rd idem, paragraph 
H. annexed to Clause 5, Section VL, page 199 of the Board’s 
Rules, has been cancelled, and the following substituted :— 

(H.) “ The cost to be paid on memoranda of decrees sent in 
by the Civil Courts under Section 42, shall be one rupee in each 
case.” 


No. 16. a 


Tae following is added as Rule 2 to Chapter II., Section V., 
at page 24 of the Board’s Rules :— 

District Officers should provide against the submission of sup- 
plementary estimates by carefully preparing, within the prescribed 
time, a complete estimate of expected expenditure. After the 


Budgets have been closed in the office of Account, supplementary 


estimates will, as a rule, not be admitted, 


No. 17. 


Ture Government of India has notified that the Resolution of 
the Financial Department, No. 122, dated 6th January 1869, 
regarding acting allowances of Uncovenanted Officers, was not 
intended. to reduce allowances which were being drawn at the time 
of its progaulgation under rules previously in force. 
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REVENUE CIRCULARS. 
No. 18. 


Rey. Cin. 


COLUMNS 6 and 8 of Table II. of the original form of 
Return No. XIX. having been omitted from Table II. of the 
fourth edition of the form now in use, the following corrections 
are made in Section VI., page 259 of the Board’s Rules :— 

In the first line of clause 3, correct “3-8” to “3-6;” in the 


second line, “ 12-17” to “ 10-15; ” and in the third line, “11 and 


17” to “ 9 and 15.” Substitute * 16” for “18” in the first line 
of clause 4; and “16” and “14” for “18” and “16” in the 
third line. ° , 

`2, “Clause 4-4 of the above Section has been cancelled, and 
the following rule substituted :— 

4-a. To ascertain the average distance travelled by each 
peon during the quarter (Column 17; Table II.) multiply the 
total distance shewn in column 16 by 21, and divide the product 
by the sum of columns 8, 9, and 10, plus one-sizth of column 9, 
(Table I.) For example:— ``: 

Total Distance, Col. 8, CoL 9.  CoL10. oooh, ee 

lst. 8,880 x 21+[24 106 + 56 + 17] = 918. 

2nd, 8,880 x 21+[24 106 + 49 + 17] = 951. 

Fractions should be entirely left out of the calculations. 


a 


No. 19. 


Tze following is to be added as Rule 7-A, at page 165 of the 
Board’s Rules :— 

‘When an officer in the service of Government is authorised to 
take service in a Government School or Institution, or any 
establishment under Government control, which service is remu- 
nerated otherwise than by the State, and does not, therefore, count 


for pension, his previous service will remain at his credit, as - 


service towards p@hsion, in case of his re-entering the regular 
service of Government, without any other break than that above 
described. 


«aw Re 
vane, 1 
e 


rts, 


3. 


REVENUE CIRCULARS. 


MAY, 1869. 
A. Money, Esq., C.B, AND C. H. CAMPBELL, ESQ. 


No. 1. 


Tuae Monthly Return referred to in para. 16 of the subsidiary 
Rules, proposed by the Board, and approved by Government, 
for the guidance of all Officers engaged in carrying out the 
Indian Income Tax Act IX. of 1869, will take the place of 
Return No. VI.a., under the late, Certificate Tax Act, and 
bear the same number. The™quarterly Return alluded to in 
para, 17 of the Rules will take the place of the Certificate Tax 
Return No. XV. (Government of India form No. 14) and bear 
that number, Returns, Nos. XV.4., XV.z., and XY.c., in the 
Board’s List of Periodical Returns, being cancelled as no longer 
required, The half-yearly Returns required by the Govern- 
ment of India, under the Income Tax Act (Returns 1 and 2 in 
the Government of India Resolution), will bear Nos. XXIILA., 
and XXIILz., respectively, on the List of Periodical Returns. 
The annual Return required by the Government of India 
(Return 3 in the Resolution) will take the place of the present 
Certificate Tax Return No. XLIII. in the Periodical Return 
List. 
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Rey. 


2. In all correspondence regarding the Income Tax Returns, f 


the numbers they bear on the Board’s List of Periodical Returns 
should be cited. 

3. The Superintendent of Stationery has been instructed to 
supply each District Officer with a sufficient number of Income 
Tax Returns. 


No. 2. 


Tiue Register prescribed in Rule 7, at page 25 of the Board’s 
Rules, will henceforth be numbéred 79. (No. 79) must, there- 
fore, be inserted in the Rule, after the word “ Form.” 

10—I 


Cir 


Ben. Law Re 
‘ . 16 June, 1t 
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1869 .- 2, The Abstract Register referred to in Ryle 9, at page 26, 
Rey. Cr, will be numbered 79-A. The letter A must, therefore, be added 
` after 79 in ‘this Rule. This Register will be in the old form, 
the headings of which are repeated below. 
3. Heading No. 4 of thé form of Register No. 79 at 
” page 226, must be scored through ;—vide Circular Order, N o. 3, 
‘of May 1868. 
4. The following sildition must “he “made at page 226. 
- Abstract Register (No. 79-A) of Currency Notes received, and: 
paid at the Treasury :—1.—Date of Receipt. 2..-—From Bank 
of Bengal, Calcutta. 3.—From other Treasuries, 4.—From 
the public, in payment of Government dues. 5.—From the 
public, in exchange for Notes of the same Circle. 6.—From 
the public, in exchange for silver. 7%.—Total of all kinds. 
Headings 2 to 7 are to be divided into a, Number of Notes of 
each value, and b, Total; ais to be sub-divided into Columns , 
for 1,000 Rs., 500 Rs., 100 Rs., 50 Rs., 20 Rs., and 10 Re; 
b is to be sub-divided into two Columns, one for the number, 
and the other for the value. . 
5. The Register should contain a similar sheet showing the 
issues from the Treasury. f 
6. Printed forms should be obtained at once by ii 
Officers’from the Superintendent of Stationery. 


No. 3. 


~ 


In continuation of Circular Order, No. 1, for May 1869, 
Objections under Section 19, Act IX of 1869, District Officers are re- 
quested to submit, with 
No. of Petitions | No, of Petitions | No. of Petition | the Quarterly Income 
aiid prin ae Gi oe | Tax Return No. XV., 
a Memo., in the form 
marginally indicated, 
showing the number of 
petitions of objections preferred to and disposed of By them, 
under Act IX. of 1869. 














aw Reports, 


«ne, 1869, 


REVENUE CIRCULARS. 
No. 4. 


¢ 


Tue following Resolution of the Government of India in, the 
Financial Department, No. 1772, of 31st March Iast, is circu- 
lated for general information: the attention of all Divisional 
and District Officers is requested to the imperative necessity of 


strictly keeping their expenditure within the limits of the Bud-* 


get allotments :— « 
“ Read.—The several “Budget Estimates received from the 


s Departments of the Government of India, the Local Govern- 


“ments and Administrations, and Heads of Departments, with 
“the orders upon them, and the Budget Statement presented 
“by the Financial Member to the Council of the Governor- 
“General of India in Council for making Laws and Regula- 
tions. 

“ Resolution.—Now that the arrangements have been made 
“for carrying out the Financial Budget for 1869-70, and that 
“ specific orders, regarding the allotments for each head of 
“service, have been issued to each Local Government and 
< Administration, and to each Imperial Department, the Govern- 
* ment of India desires to impress on all concerned, in general 
“terms, the importance of strictly restraining all expenditure 
* within the limits of the Budget allotments. 

“Tt will have been apparent to all Executive Authorities that 
“the Government of India is determined to have atleast an 
*¢ equilibrium between income and ordinary expenditure; that 
“this equilibrium has been obtained in the present Budget, 
“with some difficulty, and only with the aid of an Income Tax. 
“ It will hence be further manifest that the equilibrium can 
“only be preserved by means of the restriction of expenditure 
“according to the limitation laid down. If the allotments shall 
r De at all exceeded, the consequent inconvenience will be grave 
indeed. The Government of India will, of course, do all in 
“its power to prevent any such excess occurring; but it confi- 
“dently relies on the zealous exertions of all Executive Author- 
“ities for the same end. It believes that such reliance cannot 
“be misplaced, remembering the comparatively close corre- 


* gnon@lence, during the present year and the past year, between 
‘ 11—l 
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Rey. Crm, 


> REVENUE CIRCULARS. 


“ the amounts budgeted for and the amounts ultimately audited 
“and adjusted for all Civil and Military Departments. The 
“ attention heretofore bestowed on this important matter should 
“not only be. sustained, but, if possible, increased. Whatever 
s“ degree of discretion may be properly left to the Local Author- 
“ities in respect to details, there should be the most complete 
« understanding that the ¢etals of the Budget allotments must 
“not, on any account, be exceeded. On the contrary, there 
* should rather be savings under each Budget head by the rigid 
“enforcement of economy. For all this, the departmental or 
other authorities are really responsible. The Departments of 
“ Audit and Account will do their best to check irregularity of 
“ éxpenditure; but real economy and substantive check must 
“mainly depend on the efforts of those who are in Administra- 
“ tive charge.” 


No. 6. 


CLAUSE 8 of the revised Rules, for the service of processes 
of the Revenue Courts, annexed to Circular Order, No. 7, of 
January 1869, has been cancelled, with the sanction of Gov- 
ernment; the numbering of the subsequent Clauses should 
be altered accordingly. 


No. 6. 


DisteiotT. Officers are desired to bear in mind that no 
changes can be made by them in the Establishments sanctioned 
for Income Tax operations, save under the authority of the 
Board; and that no re-distribution of such salaries will be admit- 
ted, unless first approved by the Board. 


No. 7. 


Tue following is to be substituted for para. 1 of the Board’s 
Circular, No. 15, of May 1868, and for present Rule, paĝe 163, 


R 
1808. 


o 
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of the Salt Manual:—“ All fines realized from offenders against 1869 
the Salt Laws, if not immediately disbursed to informeré and Bey: Cm 
others, should be at once carried to the credit of the Salt 
Reward Fund, and shewn as such in the District Return 
No. XXI-E.” . 
2. Also substitute the following for the concluding portion 
of para. 2 of the above cited Circular, and of Rule 4, page 16 
of the Salt Manual, beginning with the words “as in the case 
of fines:"—‘ The proceeds of such sales ghould be immediately 
credited to the Fund.” 


No. 8. 


THE following alterations should be made in Section 1, 
Chapter 16, of the Board’s Rules :— 

From Clause 1 remove the words “and petitions to deposit 
rent under Section 5 of Act VI. of 1862,” and add in Clause 3, 
after the words “ X. of 1859,” “or to deposit rent under 
Section 5 of Act VI. of 1862.” It was not before noticed that 
Section 37, Act X., 1859, as quoted in Section 5, Act VI., 1862, 
B. C., had been actually rescinded by Act XXXVI. of 1860, 
two years before the passing of Act VI. of 1862. Moreover, no 
Act of the Bengal Council can over-ride the provisions of an Act 
of the Supreme Government. The Stamp to be used in such 
cases must, therefore, be calculated in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Act XXVL, 1867. 


‘ 


No. 9. 


Tue Board are now distributing to Divisional and District 
Officers copies of the Rules, approved by Government, for the 
regulation of Tuccavee advances, for the improvement of land. 
These rules have been already published in the Calcutta 
Gazette and should be as widely circulated as possible. 


+ 
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REVENUE CIRCULARS. 
No. 10. 


INSERT the words “ The Collector” in lieu of “ He,” in line 
5, para. 2 of the Rules approved by the Government of Bengal, 
for the working of the Income Tax. 


J 


~ 


v 


No. 11. 


. UNDER orders of Government, the following is added as 
Rule 7-B, in Section V., Chapter VI., page 121 of tho Board’s 
Rules :— 

7-B. The same steps as are described in the preceding 
Rule 7, should be taken towards the close of each year, to test 
the security furnished by every Officer who has to provide 
security for the due discharge of his duties under Government, 
and the result reported to the Board in Return No. XXXVI. 
of the Periodical Return List. | 


` 


G 


No. 12. 


Tun following Rule should be substituted for present Rule 1, ) 


Section V., at page 165 of the Board’s Rules:— 
1, Payment of pensions or compassionate allowances, as the 


‘case may be, will commence ordinarily from the date of applica- 


tion, provided that date is not anterior to the applicant’s resig- 
nation of service. In cases, when it may -appear proper to 
Government, that the pension or compassionate allowances 
should reckon from the date of sanction, special directions will 
be issued to that effect. “ony 


a 


HIGH COURT -CIRCULAR ORDERS. 


WRErorts 
1869, 


APPENDIX. 


RULES, ORDERS, &6 


CIRCULAR No. 9. 


To 


ra 


ALL CRIMINAL AUTHORITIES, 
REGULATION & Extra REGULATION 


PROVINCES. 


Dated Calcutta, the 15th December, 1868. 


Tue Court having reason to believe that it is the practice 


HIGH COURT, &o. 
Crounay Sms. 
Present : 

The Hon’ble Sir Barnes 
Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice. 

The Hon. G. Loch, 
ry, TI. V. Bayley, 
bros L. 8. Jackson, 
T A. Q, Macpherson, 
Judges. 


for Magistrates to hear appeals from 
the orders of District Superintendents 
of Police, direct that if such appeals 
are heard by a Magistrate as head 
of`the Police (and he has no juris- 
diction to hear them as Magistrato), 
they should not be shown in the 
Magistrates’ Returns. 


2. The Court also direct that the cases of Ministerial Officers 
punished by fine for neglect of duty ‘be not entered in the 


Magistrates’ Statements. 


By order of the High Court, 


(8d.) T. B. PEACOCK, 
Regisirar. 


1868 


CIRCULAR 


LETTER. 


` [B. L. R. 


APPENDIX. 


“Buge qo pus (AEAN) QLAAL ISYON 4seurég AMSTA SMH YELE f pus RLON ‘(orodpesung) TONA anowy 

nooJury pus Memmoye ‘afunZwgong ‘syeuunfiag--y Oro P Bopp N ‘pHrepeysooly—"q au 

alodSey soyo pre ‘(ororensg ) JoupND ‘siodeupry AqSooH ‘usapme-qwe M Urap INg-jweg Woop — O AnOAH 

"Loog uoma SuppHpay weery pug 'swoodq U94 Surpopa 1syeg P000) ‘(H80g) erodsung ‘(suqnd) ekquywey '(qoprerg) sxodabwurq—"g <noxH 

qeoumg PUS GOOJIRL ‘pegequag NER PEAN enV ‘(ain Fcoy) erodpmSneqg— y anouH 
š A 4.2202) Yove Ul LAJE aq 07 SORE G} JO ‘Arp onres 

ap uo ppg oq mmon ony j; ‘pre ‘Bunz jo siop on} Jo Nats oq prm eoon nq -Aprendes Bangu ‘nog yueaposuy Oy oY) [uA UOOA OME IE poe voy WAP IPT 
uonorpsun p puea 


ewo OT} p? 
-prema yorya qney eny Jo o3pof owog oq} 
0} K19p 10 10} POLIG OQ US YOIGA POPUT 





quouyrelecl moonsyeonyy O} OHV} UOP oT} 10} UA YOO] eonsAL “IJE 10 GINS P JONI MI 























KASBI UT FAWKO PAPPOIPUI OUO OY JO $8] OTT ‘speoddy peroadg Jo suo 
Ul poow[d Suteq dnog) V m ome Aus WO -OTRPOORTE Pstas.toyps 
oroqy {MOQ tosBednoig) Jo owog oyy "soddy rew “speodd y rerio ‘weoddy pero | pus ouap 000 
Sq pomor oq [LA speedy smnoeusjoosy, | -Ag io snosuspecstpy | -OAH so SNOOTY | ** od | eg 10 mncouneosTTY | omuwo pemg ‘suono | °° = Aepanjng 
pue ‘needs ‘Soy jo vonnqiistp PE swaddy peo 
“epoodd 7 privodg yya pecooid Ppa qoueg OAY I0 MOUESTRE 
goos ‘goswo Yous 20} pexy Aup oy} uo qong * soddy rvjuBog | ** O31 | spra wye pue 'suongorg) °° weoddy amoy | °° ipua 
JO STF} OT Adnooo OF WOUW PEUT “srreddy [eto e 
quowyyne you oq elegy pı ‘sonus ONT] UY ° OMIG | -edg do nosuBpeoETTy | °° oq | ** omaj Aepsmmqy, 
“pesos gota pun ‘speeddy pmoedg jo [ts 
qra pooooid rua yousg on} ‘vod Y 
Joy qaude 499 Aup Aue Jo apoya ayz Sdnoco 07 omg | ** omaj’  seodáy msy |” syeeddy pmoedg | °° Luproupe M. 
youory uowpq Las Jo qq oyy uo soddy qor “WTeaddy pewodg 10 
-ngog sUETOPIUS gou oq oog JI pus tpoynoug | UT ssoMeTjey Puy “syeoddy ew FNOTUVTOONTYY Fpa 
mt y mon afsp zo Ap Sumo eq} UO | SUORAA ~odg 10 snoeuvposry | °° soddy mmsy | -2ye pus tuogoye | °° speaddy mmsy |*' ATPL 
moddy mmeg yogy yya pooooId pa Goueg i spouw 
oq ‘prvog spied smo oq preddy Ismiy ¥ -amg pouaug jo 
‘greodd'y Iumo Jo Butrvey aq} 104 porg Lup uowuct pre tere 
£08 nO pug noma B jo Rupr ogy 3B GT TEMUUD u toong 
‘Eepo om ogon pus ‘suoma 
aoge soddy pemedg 10; pexp Sep yay OT} TO -og 'spoddy ‘ampao i 
SERNA PUUTUU) T0 speaddy ixjpnsey dn oxe oq eoun O opo 
ma youq qona ‘dapo seq wpwg ogy 03 JO pg D01496 TP modiy re 
jo fue „aojog syoumng marun Jo seeddy ~Un BELIS EUM Uy -OAIR 10 moons CETTE i 
amy jo Juuwoy ony 107 poxy sup * JI -odg 10 snoousooetpy | ** “8 soddy Jepods | spavairoyy paw ‘raono | `° upu 
ANE Op ATT "IOAOFH GOF “ATE | TOsPOBL oo ‘aR “omnoqqoH eee “N ef iii Doe qooyT 10 
P er T 
nosyorp'S Loopmp IY] Amey ymer IN uuo Ogme IE iag ome E | PUR SoTL JO MT 
Co dnorp)—so seg mxgj ("y dnoxp)—noxag HI| ( q dnon )—norag Mug) CH dnorp)—HomTg Oy) (q dnorp)}—Eonag 181 











‘aonj0u sayzanf prun ‘69g onunf 


' 


® 
yp əy} ‘Aopuoyy wosf pun uo goaffa ayn; 07 ‘worszopsring agnzjeddy 873 u} gunog YÊ 9%? fo ssausng fo aurgnoy 


w Igports, 


dy 1809 


VOL. IL] RULES, ORDERS, &c. 
ja CIRCULAR MEMO. No. 2. 


Tue SESSIONS JUDGES IN THE 
REGULATION AND Extra REGULATION 
. PROVINCES. 
Dated Calcutta, the 19th December 1868. 
Tuer Court direct that the Nos. given in column Ist of 
HIGI COURT, &c., Session Statement III. may be those 
Canbunat Srps. A : 
Present : which the cases bear in Statement 
oe fz . cea da IV. respectively, viz., in the order 
said Court. of trial in the Court of Session. 
The Magistrate’s No. may be conveniently given below this 
in the lst column of Statement IV. , 
By order, &c., 
(Sa) ` F. B. PEACOCK; 


Registrar. 


$ CIRCULAR MEMO. No. 3. 
(0) 
THE SESSIONS JUDGES IN THE 
REGULATION AND Non-REGULATION 
: PROVINCES. 
Dated Calcutta, the 21st December 1868. 
Tur Court is pleased to direct that Sessions Judges will 


LIGII COURT, &o, indent for no more fiy-leaves or 
Camimeas, SIDE. docketed covers to Sessions State- 
The Hon. L. 8. Jackson, ment No. 4 after their present supply 


One of the Jädges o nes is expended, as they will be attached to 
` the Statements on receipt in this Office. 
By order, &c., 
(Sa) `F. B. PEACOCK, 
Registrar. 


CIRCULAR. 


Tue Court consider that the solemn affirmation prescribed by 
Act V. of 1840 may be made both by Hindu and Mahomedan 
jurors, and that it is as much binding on the one class as it is 
on the other; and, consequently, that it is unnecessary to appoint 
or employ persons to administer oaths either to Hindu or 
Mahomedan jurors. 

By order of the High Court, 
(Sd) F.B. PEACOCK, 
Januafy 9th, 1869. ~ Registrar. 
2—H 


iii 
1868 


ÜIRCULAR 
ÜRVERS 


iv APPENDIX. [B. L. R. 
1869 CIRCULAR No. 1 
movar EROM 
_ Onpens. | F. B. Peacoos, Esa., í 


Registrar of the High Court of Jidor 
at Fort Wilham in Bengal, 
To 
ALL SESSIONS JuDGEs AND 
JUDICIAL COMMISSIONERS. 
Dated Calcutta, the 22nd January 1869. 


ADVERTING to paragraph 4, C. O. No. 4, of 6th May 1868, 


HIGH COURT, &o., in which the Court stated that the 
Cee Bini: Annual Statements would be deals’ 
The Hon. G. Loch, with in a separate order, I am directed 


Two of aera to inform you that new forms for the 


sad Court. preparation of these Statements will 
shortly be issued, and to request that, until you receive them, 
you will suspend the completion of your Annual Returns. 

2. As soon, however, as these forms reach you, the Court ` 
trust that you will expedite, as much as possible, the prepara- 
tion and submission of your Annual Report in the form pre- 
scribed, in order that the Administration Report of the Province 


. may not be unnecessarily retarded. 
By order, &c., 
(S4) ` P. B. PEACOCK, 
Registrar. 
CIRCULAR No. 2. 
To 
7 ALL CIVIL JUDGES AND 
JUDICIAL COMMISSIONERS. ` 
Dated Calcutta, the 27th January 1869. 


I am directed to inform you that new forms for the prepara- `. 
tion of your Annual Civil State- 


eee Bk oe ments are likely to be issued shortly, 
Present : ‘ and to réquest that, until: you are 


The H 2 Loch, . A ' 5 
oon E Jackson, Supplied with them, or until- further 


Two of the’ Judges of jhe orders, you will suspend the comple- 

tion of your Annual Returns, 

2. Iam, however, to impress upon you the necessity of 
expediting, as much as possible, the preparation and submission 
of your Annual Report in the forms prescribed as soon as they 
reach you, in order that the Court’s Report on the Civil Admi- 

° nistration of Bengal may not be unnecessarily retarded. 
By order, &c., ` o 
(Sd) F. B. PEACOCK, 
: dtegistrar, 


VOL. IL] RULES, ORDERS, &o. 
: CIRCULAR No. 2. 


7 fy 


To 
ALL SESSIONS JUDGES AND JUDICIAL COMMISSIONERS. 
Dated Calcutta, the 9th March 1869. 18° __ 


CIRCULAR 


As Sessions Statement No. 6 has been discontinued by Cir- OxpEn 
HIGH COURT, &o., cular Order No. 6, dated the 9th 


Cente. Sur. September last, and consequently the 
The Hon'ble Sir Barnes Court have now no means of judging in 
Peacock, Kt., Chief Justice, f $ 7 : 
The Hon'ble G. Loch, cases of acquittal, whether the commit- 
y EY. aniey, 


ment was properly or improperly made, 

ug ofthe Court Sessions Judges and Judicial Commis- 
sioners are directed to enter in the column of “ Remarks” of 
Sessions Statement No. 3, whether, in cases of acquittal by 
a Jury,the verdicts have their approval; and if they have, or 
where the trial has been with assessors, whether the Committing 
Officers had good grounds for making the commitments, a special 
report of the circumstances being made in any case which 
appears to call for particular notice. 


n 


By order, &c., 
(Signed) F. B. PEACOCK, 
Registrar. 


CIRCULAR No. 3. 
To 


CIVIL JUDGES or THE PRoviNoE or BEHAR. : 
Dated Calcutta, the 15th February 1869. 


Ir is hereby notified that the Civil 
en COURT, dcon Courts of the Districts,” in the Province 
Present: of Behar, will not be closed on the follow- 

How’bl . oe : 
Peacock, Kt, "Chief Tustion ing holidays of the list appended to the 


The Hon'ble G. Y Bayley, Circular Order No. 13 of the 23rd Decem- 


à Ls 8. Jackson, ` ber last, viz. :— f 
” Judges of the Court. Ruth Jatra ane: 
Oolta Ruth ` eee | 


Juggodhatree Poojah ... 2 days. 
Kartic Poojah in 2 Ay 


© + Bhaugulpore, Gya; Patna, Saran, Shahabad, and Tihoot, 
gulp , 


1869 , 


CIRCULAR 
ORDER. 


RULES, ORDERS, &c. [B. L-R. 


but that six days will be allowed for the Chutter Mêla, from the . 


15th to 20th November, both days inclusive. 


By order, &c., 
(Signed) F. B. PEACOCK, 
Registrar. 


y MEMO. No. 2. 
Copy to Civil Judges of Province of Behar, who are requested 


to substitute this Circular Order for the one of the same number_ 


and date previously sent. 
Hren COURT, 
By order of the High Court, 


(Signed) F. B. PEACOCK, 
Registrar. 


The 12th March 1869. 


CIRCULAR No. 4. 
To 


ALL CIVIL AND CRIMINAL AUTHORITIES IN THE 
REGULATION AND EXTRA REGULATION PROVINCES. 
Dated Caicutta, the 15th March 1869. 


Tar Court lays down thefollowing Rule for observance in all 
Fie Covet one Csoma Civil and Criminal Courts subject to 
Phe Hon'ble £ Sir pe, ne Eek, its control. 


he Hon ve Eat - With the permission of the Presid- 
T. V. Bayley, 


% A "P. Norman, and ing Judge, any Advocate or Pleader. 


L. 8. Jackson, 3 R $ 
" Judges of the Court, May address the -Court in English, 


when any one of the Pleaders on the opposite side is acquainted 
with that language, or-whenever the: senior of such Pleaders or 
“his clients consents to this hong done. 


BY ‘order of the High Court, 
; -` (Signed) P B. PEAOCOCF, 


JE ys 3 Registrar ` 
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N. B.—Privy Council Cases are indicated by the initials P. C.; Full Bench 
Rulings, by F. B. ; Appellate Civil Cases, by A. C.; Appellate Criminal Cases, 
by A. Cr.; Original side Civil Cases, by O. C.; Short Notes of Cases, by 8. N.; 
and Appendix Cases, by App., before the number of the page. 
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ABSENCE - site <a tr ie æ A.C, 187 
See Winnu Law. 
ACCOUNT ... see és ive or A C. 1839 
x See LIMITATION. 
ACCOUNTS... xai nase ae oe w A.C. 269 
See LMITATION. 
—— -m si tee ies es œ PLO 44 
See Morraagor AnD MORTGAGRBE. 
ACT—1838—XI. ais die ans wes we KB 1 
See Costs or PARTITION. ; 
1840—LV. wis ee ee eas we BiG. 1 
See Possxsston. 
1856—XV., ss. %3,6 ... iis “3 A.C. 199 
See Re-marriaas or Hixrpv Wrpow. 
1858—X XXV. 8.2 ... ‘ei ss we A, ©. 246 
See Lunatic. 
——--—_——_ KL. ae oes sa sad we AC, 129 
See CERTIFICATE. 
1859—VUOL aie oo awl wat aie 5. Ne xvi 
Baxoo Gauri Baisnata Peasap v. Bupa Sina. 
=, B, 2 pe. tai i ii w AC. 10 
See Res-J UDICATA, 
E . Soe a! a -» App. 36 


See Res-Jupicata. i ~ 


, 88. 60 & 66—Service of Summons by Poast—Service 
in Foreiga Territories.| A summons cannot be sent by post to any 
lace to which letters are not registered by å Post Office. A special 
: Paii cannot be sent to serve civil process in a Foreign Territory. 
Kası Asm Duray v. Kasim Momasmep Baraca A.C. 69 


—, g. 73 Be (oat wet | EB 89 
See INTERVENTION, Mosi : a5 18 
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ACT—1859—VIIL,, s. 121 des os ets ow AG 84 
See Set-Orr. 
m, 8. 170 es oat n .. App. 12 
See Cross- EXAMINATION. 
„88. 177, 178, & 179 Di m A.C 73 
See Comarission. 
— , 88. 201 & 209 Se ate . F.B. 78 
See Exucurion. 
„ 8. 206 i zs Ses . A. O, 820 
See PAYMENT. é 
, 3. 207 vee ov os . App. 47 
See Jornt- DECREE. 
e, 2B0—Dispossession—Adverse Claims.] Four persons 
made separate applications to the Court, under section 280, 
Act . of 1859, alleging that the defendant having obtained a 
decree against Government for posseasion of fisheries in a suit to 
which they were no parties, had in execution dispossessed them of 
fisheries, of which they were severally in possession. On enquiry 
it appeared that each and several of the four 2 ea claimed 
Gartner of the same portions of the fisheries. The lower Court, 
olding that it was impossible for each of several parties setting 
up adverse claims to the same property to show that it had been 
bona fide in his possession, and that he had been dispossessed from it, 
referred all parties to a re, guit. 
Held, that the Judge should have tried each case by itself as 
between the applicant and the decree-holder. 
Sanapamayr CaowpHrain v. Nasis Cuaxpra Ror Cnow- 
DHRY se s asa a5 we A. ©. 333 
tase rer bss w A.C. 301 
See SUPERINTENDERCE, 
~, 98. 234 & 246 a rr . F.B. 91 
See Cram. 
, 88. 236, 289, & 240 ... ees eee A. C. 108 
See ÅTTACHMBNT OF Sacanies OF RAILWAY SERVANTS. 
n8. 240 0o ons ste wo F.B. 49 
See ATTACHMENT. 
2-5. = 7 A. C. 212, 259 
See Praintr. See LIMITATION. ' 
any App. 49 
; See LIMITATION. 
, 8. 258 TO Gee tees . ALC, 82 
See BETTING ASIDE SALB. 
, 88, 270, 271 de me . A.C. 100 
See ATTACHMENT. 
, 8, 288 ae af ae m A.O 65 
See Purcuase or DECREE. ` 
8. 316 ; 
< Harapan Durt v, RADANATA SHARA . B N. xiv 


GENERAL INDEX. 


ACT—18359-—-VUL, ss. 325 & 327 we wi a ii App. 
See Å WARD, 


, 8. 327 aoa ia 
See Awarp. See ARBITRATION. 
s 


———___—--——_-,, 8. 362. 
Maursu Caanppa Das v, Mapas Caanpe\a Sinxan §, N. 


m, sa, 377 & 878 ne re sae AC 
See SurERinTENDENCH. 


genn n G ce wi waz bes aw AC. 
See KABULIAT. 


———___—_____——-Arrears of Rent—Jurisdiotion of Revenue Court— 
Benami Lease.] Some of the defendants had taken a lease in the 
benami name of U. P. B., and were in actual possession of, and 
had paid rent for, the lands demised. The other defendants were 
sureties for O. P. B. A suit was brought in the Court of the 
Deputy Collector against those who were actually in possession 
of the land, together with the sureties, for arrears of rent. It did 
not appear from the lease bow far each defendant waa interested 
in or entitled under it. 

Held, per Peacock, C. J., whose opinion prevailed (Mirren, J. 
dissenting) that the Deputy Collector had no jurisdiction to en- 
‘quire into matters extraneous to the lease, and the plaintiff's suit 
ought to have been dismissed. 

Held, per Mrrrsr, J., that the suit was properly brought against 
the actual tenanta, and not against the benamidar, and that the 
Collector had jurisdiction. 

Held, by both Judges, that the suit should be dismigsed as against 
the sureties, who could not as such be sued under Act X. of 1859. 

Roy Priraxata Caowpuey v. BEPINBEHARI OHUCKER- 
BUTTY eos . oes ove w ACG 


Withdrawal of Suit. 
Rascuanan Brsack v. Harvey... tue . SN. 


A. C. 249, 


aeee = 





—, 8. 17, cL. 8.] When a zemindar gued a ryot for en- 
hancement of rent on the ground that he was holding more land 
than he had paid for, the land in excess not being included in an 

patta which had been granted to the fyot, but was within his 
“jote.” Held, that the zemindar could properly sue for enhance- 
ment of rent under Act X. of 1859, section 17, clause 3, and the 
Court would grant such relief notwithstanding that the plaint also 


asked that execution of a kabuliat might be ordered after determining. 


the rate of rent. 
Muxraxssut Dest Cuownneain v. Sasep Sauna App. 





,8. 28, 0u l ua Zi Sa .. App. 
See JURISDICTION, < : 





5 OLB n ass igs Ses App. 
See JURISDICTION. 


is, 8. 28 


eee one aes App. 36, 
See Supppintenpence. See Rea-Jupicata. 


237 


xi 


36 


ee m ai a sie a we A.C. 226 


See Stamp. 


————-—-—-—~, 8, 32 


See LIMITATION. a ; 


10 


4 


a 
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7 Gra P Page 
ACT—1859—X., s. 83 adan = Be Bee A.C. -269 
See LNTATION. ; : 
———- , 8. 68 ns ae ai .. App. 32 
See SUPRRINTENDENCE. , 
e. 
——— c 8. 77 
Durea Narayan Roy v. T Mooksasus S. N. i 
F. B. 89 





See INTERVBNTION, 


——————Adding Parties.] Ina suit against ryots for 
arrears of rent of certain lands the appellant intervened, seeking 
to.be added as a party under section 77 of Act X. of 1859, on the 
pomi that his title to the lands in question had been declared 

the decree of a Civil Court. Held, (reversing the decision of the 
Collector) that the Depu uty Collector was right in limiting his en- 
quity to the question whether the lands in dispute were covered by 
e decree. 
Bigcwanpea Jusaras Goswamto. Mapas Kamagra A.C. 160 


———--Intervention.] Where an intervenor in a rent 
suif applies to be made a party under section 77 of Act X. of 
18659, distinctly relying upon that section, it must be inferred that 
his case is that he has been in receipt and enjoyment of the rent 

: before and up to the time of the commencement of the suit, and 
his petition should not be rejected, because it does not contain the 
words “ that he claimed to oey and receive the rent.” 























Laoms: Narayan Pogi v. Pogras Sine ... . App. 16 
Danse , 8. 146. . 
GAURCHANDRA CHUCKERBUTTY V. KRISHNA Mokka Sing 8. N. i 
XI. sa es säs F. B. 1 
See Costs oF Parron, ; 
XIV. 8. 1, 0L. 5 ... a sia ive A. ©. 264 
See LIMITATION. 
—— , OL. 7. ; 
KHAGENDRANATH MALLIK v. RAKHALDAS SIRKAR... 8. N. i 
il a a O a a ae .. ALG. 170 
See LIMITATION. 
=, on. 13, AND 8.2 ... Sas ve A.C. 284 
as See LIMITATION. 
Pee cee Cree en PE |: a i w AO. 189 
See LIMITATION. 
Tee! „88. 2 & 5 ids or dee ee A.C. 156 
See LIMITATION. 
8. 15 iis ue oe « AO, 67 
See Mesna Prorrrs. 
88 20817 ao in = App. 22 
See LIMITATION. ` 
ainei „8. 20 a bes ts m A.C 194 


See LIMITATION, ~? 
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ACT—1859—XIV, s. 22 kr E es 
See LIMITATION. , 


1880—XXVI. ... 
See CERTIFICATE. 





See CEBRILFIOATE. P 


See Possession. 


1861—XXIII., s. 11 
See APPEAL. 








See EXRCUTION. 


~, 8. 27 
See APPRAL. 


XXV. 
See CRININAL Procepure Cope. 





—— m 8 270, 
Binasu v. MAgROO 


——- 2, 83, 308, 434. 


Cutnramant Baroosa v. Dicamper MITTER ... 


1862—VI. (B. C.), 8:9. 





S'N. 


8. N. 


Perasannamari Dent v. Cuanpra Naru Caowpary. S. N. 


XK., 8. 22 Se 
See Promissory No OTE. 


1864—V. (B. C.) Sire 
See OBSTRUCTING Navigation. 


XVL, s. 15 be 
See Act XX. or 1866, 88. 82 to 84. 


1865—X., 8. 331 sas 
See Wut or a Buppuist. 


See Moveasie PROPBRTY. 


586 
See ÅPPRAL. 














See SPECIAL Arena. 


1866—XX. sas 
See Borp. 


—_———--_—-, 88. 17, 18 
See REGISTRATION. 


a 8. 19, Chn 4 a 
See Lease AT AN ANNUAL Rent. 
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, 88. 82 To 84— Refusal to Repister—Act XVI. of 1864, 


s. 16.] A sued B to enforce registration of a patta, on the allegation 
e ` ba 


pi 


xy 


vi GENERAL INDEX. 


that the Registrar had refused registration, on the ground that B 
denied before him the execution of the deed. Held, that, under Act 
XX. of 1866, a suit would not lie. A should have proceeded under 
section 83 of the Act. 


Torst Sanu v. Mawapro Das ..., si . AC 

` ACT—1867—XXVI. ... vs a a w AC. 
See Sranr. N 

ADDING PARTIES... Sas ae ie A. C 


See Act X. or 1859. 





See Inresvanrion, 


ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE 
Maxnesn Cnanpga Das v. Manuas Coanpra Siaxan S. N. 


ADOPTION— Ceremonies—Evidence.] In a case to set aside an adop- 
tion, on the ground that the ceremonies had not heen performed, 
where there was satisfactory evidence showing that the adoption 
had been continuously recognised for a series of years, and that 
the party adopted had been in possession, either in person or 
through his guardian, of the proper in dispute, held, that the 
Court may well dispense with formal proof of the performance 
of the ceremonies, unless it were distinctly proved, on the part 
of the plaintiff, that the ceremonies had not been performed. 

Baso BEWA AND anontTses v. NanAaun MAITI < App. 


Dattaka Putra— Declaratory pa Ina suit for confirm- 
ation of aright to adopta son and to cancel deeds of ment 
to give and receive the defendant's son in adoption, held, that to 
complete an adoption there must be an actual giving and receiving, 
and that the execution of the deeds was not sufficient. 

Held, farther, that the plaintiff was entitled to a declaration of 
the cancelment of the deeds, as they might hereafter cast a cloud 
over her title. 

Srimararan Mrrrer v. 8. M. KrisaNa Sunparr Dasi A. O. 


—— Possession—Hindu Widow—Limiiation.] A Hindu died 
. after leaving direction to his widow toadopt a son. Upon a partition 
of the joint property amongst his brothers and widow, n certain 
property ‘was allotted to his widow as her share of the joint 
roperty. Afterwards, in 1849, his brothers dispossessed the widow. 
Pa 1857, she adopted a son who attained his majority in 1865, and 
in 1866, instituted the present suit for possession of the property. 
Held, that the possession of the widow previous to the adoption 
was not that of a trustee for the son to be adopted. 
Heid, that the suit was barred by lapse of time. 
Gostnp Caarpra Sarma Missounas v. Ananp Monax 








Sarma MAZOONDAR hee ia we «CAL CQ, 
———— BY WIDOW sas ie ji » PC. 
See Hispu Wimow. 
ADVERSE CLAIMS ... wee we ie we , ALC. 
See Acr VIIL or 1859, s. 230. 
POSSESSION sis aes Sse oi App. 





See Hinpu Wipow. 
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xiv 


51 


279 


313 
101 
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AGENT. See PRINCIPAL AND ——. 


AGREEMENT TO ALLOW FURTHER TIME. 
Monsen Bazuuzn RAHIM Vv. ABDULLAH ... : S. N.e v 


— REMAIN IN THE SAMAJI UNION. 


Nirar Saawa v. Suvpat Seana ee S.N. iv 

ALIENATION. See Pervars ——. ’ 

AMEEN Sn App. 3 
See Evipgxca 

ANCIENT RIGHT ... ies dai is a AC. 823 
See PRESORIPTION 

ANNUAL RENT eee tbe Sea wv AG 75 
See Lease AT AN ——. ` 


APPRAL—Act XXIII. of 1861, 8. 11.] The Moonsiff, on the applioa- 
` tion of a judgment-debtor, set aside a sale held in execution of a 
decree passed against him, on the ground that the decree was barred 
by lapse of time. The judgment-creditor appealed to the Judge, 
who rejected the appeal, on the ground that no appeal was 
allowed from such an order. 

Held in special appeal, that, under, section 11 of Act XXII. 

of 1861, an appeal lay from the order of the Moonsiff. 

Daan Bist v. Hagapaan Ram ... sts -. App. H” 


Delay in Filing.] On appeal to the High Court against 
the decree of a subordinate Court, every thing gvhich preceded that 
decree as an act of Court, is open to revision. It is competent to 
the High Court in special appeal to look into the grounds which a 
Judge has given for admitting an appeal after the lapse of the 
prescribed time. 

Held, that inasmuch as a new statement of the law by the High 
Court is not a sufficient excuse for delay in applying ‘for a review 
of judgment, it is still less an excuse for delay in preferring 
an appeal against a judgment. 

Mouri Bawa v. Sursnpea Natu Ror ... A. 0. (note) 184 


Small Cause Courts—Act XI. of 1865, s. 6—Act XXIII. 
of 1861, s. 27.] In a suit for recovery of sum of a money leas 
than rupees 500, as money paid in excess of rent due, held, 
that the suit being cognizable by the Court of Small Causes 
under section 6, Act XI. of 1865, no special appeal Jay to the 
High Court. 

Srp Sanaya Soxor v. Bin Cuanpea Jusagas Goswamr A. O. 172 


=ne ee ce aes set dh .-.- App. 20, 35 
See AWARD. See SupBRinTENDENCE. 














—-—— See CRININAL ——. 


ee ie se pes .. A. C. 165, 246, 260 
See SUPERINTENDENCA See Awarp, See ARBITRATION. 


—--—— TO CIVIL COURT. 
Cronramant Baruna v. Diasstmeee Mirtee « BN. xy 


-— TO THE PRIVY COUNUIL—Rehearing.| There were 
four respondents in an appeal to the Privy Council. At the hearing, 
° 
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the appeal was allowed ez parte ngniust all the respondents. One 
respondent afterwards petitioned for a rehearing, on the ground 
that neither he nor his agents had notice that the appeal had been 
“entered, or fixed for hearing, until after it had been decided. 

On enquiry it appeared that the petitioner had inaccurately de- 
scribed the suit to his ngentas as an appeal against himself ouly, 
without mentioning the names of the other respondents; and the 

- agents on being told at the Privy Council Office, that no appeal so 
entitled was pending, had taken no farther steps. b 

Held, that there lind been omission and neglect on the petitioner's 
part, and on the part of his agents, such as to prevent the Judi~ 
cial Committee from recommending a rehearing of the case. 

Rant Swarnamayr v. Saasnimuxpi Barwani. Ex parte 
KarnnanataH Ror ... es ss = PC. 


APPELLATE COURT—Judgment—An Appellate Court is bound to. 


state its reasons for reversing the decision of a lower Court. 
Maxnapro Osuna v. Parmeswar PANDBY... . App. 


FA App. 
See JURISDICTION. 


ARBITRATION—Award—Appeal—Act VIII. of 1859, s. 827.] In 
an arbitration case between a mahajan and his gomasta, an award was 
made to the effect that rupees 725 were outstanding and due to 
the kuti, of which rupees 483 were due to the mahajan, and 
rupees 241 to the gomasta; that the gomasta should point out the 

rsons owing the rnpees 483, or in default make good the amount. 
he mahajan applied to the Subordinate Judge of Bhagulpore, under 
Act VILL. of 1859, segtion 327, to file the award. The Subordi- 
nate Judge held that it was not ees that the gomasta had done 
as required by the award, and ordered him to pay the deficit. The 
omasta appealed to the Judge, who held that no appeal lay from 
fha judgment of the Subordinate Judge enforcing the award. 
Held, on special appeal, that the Subordinate Judge’s judgment 
decided a question of fact not determined by the award, and that 
an appeal would lie. 





AMBHANJAN BHAKAT v. SRIKRISHNA Boaxat... A.O. 
Act VIII. of 1859, s. 316. 
Harapaan Dorr v. RADHANATH SHAHA jee 8. N. 


ARBITRATORS—Eovidence.] Arbitrators ought only to take such evi- 


dence as is required by the terms of the agreement referring the — 


question in dispute to arbitration. 
Krisonakanta Paramanik p. Bipya Sunparr Dasi App. 


ARREARS OF RENT ae “a o . A, O. 
See Act X. oF 1859. ; 


„App. 
A. Ch 








See Sur RINTENDENCE. 


See Toris. 


—--—-Jurisdiction.| A took a farming lease from B, 
by which he agreed to pay to B a certain yearly rent, and stipulated 
further to pay to B of any enhanced rent, which he might 
succeed in realizing from the ryots. 
Held, that a suit by B to recover arrears of this moicty of en- 
hanced rent would lie in the Revenue Court. 
Sumatrt BHABATARISI DASI v. J. QREY wv =A. OL 
a 
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ARREARS OF REVENUE se... or ae . PO 


See SALB FOR ——~—. 


ARREST. See ILLEGAL ——. 


ASSESSORS ... we? es ee sa wo EB 
See,Ceinreat Procepuse Cops, ss. 362 & 863. ` 

ATTACHMENT see ols se ae a ROB 
See Curam. 


See SALB AFTER ——., 
Private Alienation—Act VIII. of 1859, 8. 240.} 


Held, (Manxny, J., dissenting) that a private bond fide alienation 


for value of property attached under Act VUI. of 1859, made 
during the continuance of the attachment, is by section 240 of that 
. Act null and void only as against the attaching-creditor or persons 
who may acquire rights under or through the attachment, and not 
as against the whole world. 
ANANDALAL Daa v. RADHAMOHAN SHAW ... ©. EB. 


—— Proceeds of Sale of Property atlached— Distribution 





among Decree-holders—Act VIII. of 1859, ss. 270, 271.] A creditor * 


holding several decrees against the same judgment-debtor, cannot 
take out simultaneous attachments against that debtor's property, 
so as to entitle him to have all his decrees paid in fall to the 
exclusion of other attaching-creditors. He can only be regarded as 
aa attaching-creditor in respect of one of the decrees which he 
eld. 
Rapa Gonmp BHARA v. Sewu Tawxu Jamapar A.C. 


——_——-—. OF SALARIES OF RAILWAY SERVANTS— 
Jurisdiction of Mofussil Small Cause Courts—-Procedure—Act VII. 
of 1869, as. 236, 239, & 240.] Salaries or other debts due from the 
. Railway Company to any of its servants can be attached in antis- 
faction of a Emel Cause Court decree under Act VIII. of 1859, 
section 236. The attaching Court must make a written order to be 
fixed up in some conspicuous part of the Court-house, and 2 
copy is to be delivered or sent registered by post to the debtor. The 
registered letter should be addressed to the agent of the Railway 
Company at the Head Office of the Company. It need not be sent 
through the High Court, although the Head Office is within the 
jurisdiction of the High Court. : 
In THE MATTER or J. Howrics... sas wo «ALG, 


AWARD eve oe e sS we AC. 


See ARBITRATION, 


Appeal—Act VIII. of 1869, ss. 325 § 827.] An application 
was made under section 327 of Act VIII. of 1859, to file an arbi- 
tration award, and the Court after calling on the opposite party to 
show cause why it should not be filed, rejected the application. 
Held, that the case did not come within the meaning of section 
325, and that the order being simply one “ rejecting an application 
to file an award,” was final 
Rasonar Sina v. Kart Cuaran SING ... App. 


Act VIII. of 1859, s. 327—Appeal—Costs.] No appeal lies 
from an order rejecting an application to file an award (Murrsr, J., 
dubttante), : 
Where the application was considered as n regular suit, the 
Judge was right in decreeing costs as in a regular suit. | 
Roy Priyasata Cnowpnry v. Prasanna Cuanpza Ror 
Cnownurr ... A sie m ~ AGO 


b B 
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91 


100 


243 
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BANIAN, LIABILITY OF _... sah ase $0 AO 
See PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. ne 
BENAMI . oA ar ave = A.C, 


See Luwrarion. 


LEASE... ss PAN si wo AC, 
See Act X. or 1859, 


BENAMIDAR ee ake ses se we «CAL C. 
See LIMITATION. 

BEQUEST ... es sie oui aes ow AC 
See Winx. x 

~———— TO IDOL ace bee se æ A.C. 
See Hinni Law. 

BETROTHAL wks aA si ies we ALC, 
See STRIDEHAN. , 

BLANK TRANSFER sie ees oe sae QC 
See SHARES. 

BONA FIDE APPLICATION... say as w+ App. 


See EXBCUTION. 


SALE ... sive aa aes we A.C. 
See Oxus PROBANDI. 


BOND = i i : App. 


See INTEREST. 
See CONSTRUCTION ox ——. 


—Instalment—Act XX, of 1866—Registration.] A bond payable 

by instalments stipulated that in case of default in-payment of two 

successive instalments, the whole amount sec should become 

due. Held, that a petition in a summary way could not be presented 

under section 53 of Act XX. of 1866. 

Ix ran marreg oF Lacusrpat Sova Dogan Roy Bama- 
DUB ai su set se wo OC 


Parties.| A, B, and C were uterine brothers, Mohammedans, 
to whom jointly a sum of money was due on a bond A, the 
elder brother, sued the debtor for recovery of the debi, and after 
successfully resisting the claim of B’s widow to be made a party to 
the suit, obtained a decree for the principal and interest to the date 
of decree, together with rate bhi interest and costs. A realized 
the decree for the principal and interest to the date of decree only. 
B’s widow, on behalf of herself and two minor sons, syed A for the 
share of the decretal monies which belonged to her husband’s estate. 
She refused to join her daughters as parties, Held, that she was 
entitled to recover a third share of the amount, realised under A's 
decree, minus the share of her two daughters. 

Norounzssa v. Bist Rovsnan Jan te . App. 


BOULI RENT— Valuation of Crop.] A landlord sued his tenant, payi 
rent in kind, for the share of the crop due to him, or rent, or for 
its money equivalent. 

Held, that the, prices at which the landlord was entitled to have 
the crop valued were those which prevailed at the time the crop was 
cut, and when it should have been made over to him. 2 

Lacuman Prasan v. Horas MARTOON |. - App. 
e 


151 


27 
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BOUNDARY. See SuNDERBUNS ——. 
` BREACH OF CONTRACT. ... eee 


Nrrax SHAHA v. REUBAL SAAHA ... ie vey SN 


BUDDHIST. See WiLL oF A ~—. 
CAMP FOLLOWERS. 


Nasinoppin v. KHODABAKSU jat w SN, 
CAUSE OF ACTION 7 Me E a PG 
7 ~ See LIMITATION. 
ae eee App. 
See PLAINT. 
2 A me A. 0. 102, 
See Res- JUDICATA, See LIMITATION. 
See SAARES. ' 
CAVEAT EMPTOR PA e mo C daat rA O 
See SALE AFTBR ATTACHMENT. 
CEREMONIES a. X: k m a App. 
See ADOPTION. 
CERTIFICATE tbs ave Sae avs w= AL Or, 


See Possession. 


‘Acts XL. of 1858 and XXVII. of 1860.] A, as 
widow of B and guardian, under a will, of his minor son, obtained a 
certificate of administration under section 3 of Act XL. of 1858. 
C, another widow of B, subsequently applied for a certificate under 
section 3 of Act XX VIIL of 1860. The Judge summarily rejected 
C's op lication, on the ground that the grant of a certificate to her 
woul Tad ta confusion. Held, on appeal, that the Judge ought 
to_ have issued notices and proceeded under section 3 of “het 
XXVI. of 1860. 


In THE MATTER or Rawr Ratsunnissa BEGUM w ÀC 


Act XXVII. of 1860—Limitation.] A Hindu 
woman pus for a certificate of administration under Act 
XXVIL of 1860, to the estate of her brother, who had died 7 years 
before, and whose pan had since been in the possession of hig 
so-called heir-at-law. The applicant alleged that at the time of 
her brother's death, she was pregnant, and subsequently gave birth 
to a son, who died in infanoy. As representative of that son, who 
was deceased's legal heir, she asked for the certificate. 

The lower Court summarily rejected her application on the 
ground of lapse of time. 

Held, that this was not a sufficient reason for rejecting the 
a ae and that the Judge must proceed to an enquiry under 
the Act. 


Semar: Duraapast Desi v. JapuNATH MOOKERJEE App. 


TAX— Fine—Neglecit.| The fine imposed under section 
17, Act IX. of 1868, for neglect to take out certificate, must not be 
less than twice the amount for which such certificate should be 
be taken out. . 


Tur Qouren v. RAaaoBInp CHUCKERBUTTY a. App. 
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OHUR LANDS—Proof of Title by Claimant.] The re-formation of 
land in the bed of a navigable river is not prumd facie to be ascribed 
to a loss from any particular riparian estate, nor is the land‘ which has 
been removed from an estate by sudden avulsion reclaimable,- unless 
the circumstances supply evidence of identity. A title by agcre- 
tion is not established by mere proof of general inclusive boun- 
daries at a time preceding the formation of the chur, but there 
must be proof of the nucleus of accretion. The land gained will 
follow the title of the particular land forming the nucleus, 

The cultivation of chur lands, like that of waste or jungle lands, 
carries no prima facie character of peri dane or wrong; and the 
-claimant against a purchaser, bond f e and without notice, in 
_ possession, must strictly prove his title. i 
Exowet Nixa v. HIRALAL Sear ... a . PC. 


CIVIL COURT, APPEAL TO. 


CHINTAMANI BAPOOHA v. DIGAMBAR Mirren . BN, 
~——— BUIT as bee «= = App. 
See PARTITION. 
CLAIM ae ees és sis ai we AO; 
See PLAYNT. i ; 


— Aitachment—Onus Probandi—Act VIII. of 1859, ss. 234 and 
246.] Where a claim was made under section 246 of Act VIII. of 
1859, by a third party, to some timber, which had been attached b 
a prohibitory order under section 234, held per Paacocx, ©. J.,°L. 8. 
Jackson, Pusar, and MACPHERSON, JJ.,—(Mirras, J., mania 
the claimant must begin. The onus is on him to prove that the 
oods attached were his property, or in his possession, and there- 
ore not in the possession of the judgment-debtor. His evidence 
must be alad: to proving his own claim, and he cannot be 
allowed to shew a title in a third person with whom he has no 
connection. 

Held (per Mrrrar, J.,) that, on the proper construction of the 
words “proceed to investigate the same with like powers as if 
the claimant had been originally made a defendant” the onus of 
proof as against the claimant is on the decree-holder. 

Nito Kali Debi v. Kripanath Roy overruled. 





Nea Tua Yano. F. N. Burn... css “iss F. B. 
COMMENCHMENT OF RIGHT TO SUE wae we A.C. 
See Limrrarion. 


COMMISSION—Native State or Prince tn Alliance—Admissibility of 
Eividence—Act VIII. of 1869, s8. 177, 178, g 179.] The Kingdom 
of Ava is not the territory of a Native Prince or State in alliance 
with the British Government within the meaning of section 177 of 
Act VUOI, of 1859. A commission for the examination of a witness 
at Mandalay can only issue from the High Court. The consent of 
parties is not requisite to the admissibility of evidence taken under 
such commission, if the examination have been upon oath or 


affirmation. 
AGa Monasmep Jarrun Tennant v. Mirza Nazizutian A. O. 
COMPENSATION _... z si as a AIG: 


See QuarwaLı TaNuUReE. 


COMPLAINT, DISMISSAL OF. 
Buasa v. MAKROO dea bay ee wv SN, 
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COMPOSITION PAYMENT ... sts ies tee a R C; 
See CONSTRUCTION oF Bonn. 


COMPROMISE, DEED OF—Service of Idol—Exzecution of Decree.] 
Two brathers executed and filed a deed of compromise, dividing 
between them the family property, and a decree was passed in terms 
thereof. Under this decree, the elder was to hold possession of 
certuin lands, the rents of which were to go to perform the worship 
of the family idol. The younger, however, kept the elder out of 
possession of the lands, who therefore performed the worship at his 
own charges, and then took out execution for possession and 
meéne profits, in order to recoup his own expenditure on the family 
idols. The younger also took out execution, and objected that his 
brother had not performed his trust as family shevait, so that he 
had been compelled to perform ceremonies at his own expense. His 
objection was overruled. The elder brother having died without 
„executing his decree, his widow applied to execute it for the 
amount of the mesne profits due under it. 

Held, on the appeal of the younger in his own case, that the 
non-performance of ceremonies by his brother gave himno ground 
of complaint, unless he could show that such failure was not caused 


by any default on his part. Held in the other case, that the widow ` 


was entitled to execute the decree for mesne pees of the idol lands, 
without showing that the ceremonies had been performed by her 
husband out of his own private funds. 


RADHAJIBAN Mostar v, Taramant Dasr... ow. PBC 

CONDITION PRECEDENT ... is Sed wo OG 
See UNSBAWOBTHINESS. 

CONSIDERATION, PROOF OF ne ei sits PO. 


See CONTRACT or SALE. 


CONSTRUCTION OF BOND— Composituon— Payment.] The plaintiff, 
acreditor of the late Raja Chatpal Sing, accepted from the Collector 
in charge of the estate, a composition payment in adjustment of the 
claims. Held, that he could not sue the Ranis or the infant son of 
the Raja, on a contract or bond for payment of the balance. 

Manant Javgam Gin v. Rant Saivras Kore 


CONTEMPT OF COURT— Regulation IV. of 1798, s. 25—Crimmmal 
Procedure Code (Act XXT. of 1861), ss. 163 §168.] AJudge of a 
Small Cause Court in the Mofussil found a judgment-debtor guilty 
of resisting an officer of the Courtin attaching property in satisfaction 
of the decree, and fined him. Held, that the Judge acted without 
jurisdiction, he ought to have sent the judgment-debtor before the 


Magistrate. 
In Tue MATTER OF Mani CHanpRA Das ... w À C. 


CONTINUING CONTRACT ... ie ies se OCC. 
See Res-JupioaTa. z 





CONTRACT. See CONTINUING ; 


——— Non-Acceptance.] The plaintiff entered into a contract 
with the defendant to deliver sulphur, to be imported by the ship 
Michael Angelo. No sulphur arrived by the Afichael Angelo con- 
signed to the plaintiff, and he procured it elsewhere, but the 
defendant refused to accept it. In an action for non-acceptance, 
held, that the defendant was not bound to accept sulphur not 
imported by the Michael Angelo. 

Biıuagirar v. MapHusupan Kunpu R e OC, 
® 


79 
127 


111 


98 


188 
48 
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CONTRACT OF BALE— Specific Performance—Proof of Considera- 
tion— Onus—Limitation—Thakbust Award—Legal Disabilities.] 

1. It is very questionable in any case whether the effect of the 
execution of a bill of sale by a Hindu vendor is to pass an estate 
irrespectively of the actual delivery of possession. Where the 
vend sells an estate, of which he is notin possession, in consi- 
deration of advances to enable him to sue for its recovery, it is 
not open to the purchaser, after failing to complete his part of 
the contract, to claim specific performance and delivery of the 
recovered estate, on tendering the balance of the purchase-moncy. 

2. Itis the established practice of the Courts in India, in cases of 
contract, to require eatisfnctory proof that consideration has been 
actually received, according to the terms of the contract, and a 
contract under geal does not of itself, in India, import that there 
was o sufficient consideration for the agreement. 

A plaintiff, however, suing to set aside a security admittedly 
executed by himself, must make out a good prima facie case before 
the defendants can be called on to prove consideration.” 

3. A zemindar has, as such, a primé facie right to the gross 
collections from: all the mauzas within his zemindari. It ïs for 
parties setting up ‘an intermediate tenure to prove their grant. 

4. Defendant claimed to hold a mokurrari tenure, under deeds 
executed by pinn zemindar. The plaintiff denied the authen- 
ticity of the deeds, and sued to set them aside. The lower Courts 
dismissed his suit as barred by limitation, on the ground that 

laintiff had, in a petition before the Collector, admitted that de- 
endant was mokurraridar of thetenure, and that this being so, 
limitation ran against him from the date of the deeds. Held, thatthe 
case should have been tried on the merits, as the petition was not 
a conclusive admission of the genuineness of the deeds, and it was 
not right to infer from it that plaintiff knew of their existence at 
the time of their professed date. . 

6. A Thakbust award of boundary, made in the lower Pro- 
vinces, may be an award under Regulation IX. of 1825, within the 
meaning of Act XIII. of 1848. It would, in any case, be material 
evidence of possession. 

The pendency of an appeal to England does not put the party 

_ who, subject to that appeal, is the owner of an estate, under a 
“legal disability to bring suit in that character against third 

arties. x 

E Raza Sans Peranan Sen v. Banoo Bupuv Sine; KALI- 

PRASAD Tewari v. Rasa Sans Paannap San; Rasa SANIB 

Prania San v. Durga Perasan Tewari; Rasa Banin 

Peranan Sex v. Ron BamaDur Sixa ; Raza SANIB PRAHLAD 

Sen v. Manarasa Rasenpea Kisnor Suva P. 


PART PERFORMANCE OF ayas . 0.0. 
See USNBRAWORTHINESS, 


TO BUY GOODS BY A PARTICULAR SHIP. 
Mapnusupan Kunnu v. Braart Lar i wo SN. 


CONTRIBUTION— Voluntary Payment.] A decree-holder for arrears 
of rent against three persons jointly, placed certain sums of money 
in Court to the credit of one of them, viz. the plaintiff, who, in her 
capacity of guardian of her son, had a crosa-decree against him, 
and afterwards he withdrew those sums in execution of t the joint 
decree. Thereupon the plaintiff sued the other two joint judg- 
ment-debtors for contribution, as she had repaid to her minor son 

‘the sum of money so taken away. Held, that the payment by 








the plaintiff to her minor son was a yoluntary payment, and Was | 


Pago 
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not, therefore, such n payment as entitled her to sue her joint 
debtors for contribution. 


Rasvaxur Dent v. TARAMANI HOWDHRAIN Se AO; 
CORPORATION, SUIT BY OR AGAINST. i 
Rampas Sen v. COLLECTOR or MOORSHEDABAD . = SN, 


CORTS] In a suit against several defendants to recover possession of 

land, one of them stated in-defence that he had nothing to do with 
it, and made good his defence. The other defendants claimed to be 
entitled to the land, and proved their title. The disclaiming de- 
fendant appeared by a separate pleader, and incurred a separate set 
of costs, Feld, that the Baader Ameen rightly awarded a separate 
set of costs to him, and the Judge had not exercised a sound discre- 
tion in modifying the Sudder Ameen’s decree by awarding one set 
of costs only to all the defendants. 


Raatcaanpra Goswastv. MATILAL Baacut we A.C. 


—=. te P si si is: A.C. 249, 
See Awarp. See PLEADING. ` 


OFPARTITION—Act XV. of 1859—Re ion XIX. of 
1814—Act XI. of 1888 —Jurisdiction of Civil Court] The Civil 
Court decreed partition (batwara) of an estate upon a suit brought 
by some of thé co-sharers in the estate, and ordered the plaintiffs 
to pay the costs of the partition. The Collector, however, called 
upon the defendants, the other co-sharers, to pay a portion of the 
fees to the Ameen who effected the partition, namely in proportion 
to the shares allotted to them by the decree, and in default of 
payment of the whole of such portion, he sold the defendants 
shares in the estate. Held, the Collector acted ultra vires, and a suit 
was maintainable in a Civil Court to set aside the sale and for 





recovery of the property. 
Barsnaty Sanu Sek Srrau Prasan ... ns FB 
CRIMINAL APPEALS : Ai non EaBi 


See Lerrens PATENT 1865, 8. 36. 


PROCEDURE CODE, Chap. XIV. 
In eg Foxru Sman ass ai 


2, 58. 168 & 168 faa? SAGO 
See CONTEMPT or COURT. 


m, 8 288—Recognizance to ke 
Peace.) A charge of criminal trespass and mischief was dismiss 
thereupon the M 

both parties, calling on them to show cause, on a day fixed, 





S.No: 


Page 


281 


168 
337 


188 


agistrate recorded an order in the presence of . 


why they should not enter into recognizances to keep the ` 


peace. 
Held, it was not necessary also to issue a summons to them 
under section 283 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 


Tas Quen v. OHOWDHRY “ies See oo. App, 
m B. 293 vis we À. Cr” 

See RECOGNIZANCE TO KEEP PRACE. 
, & 818 see oe A. ©. 


See Possession. 








Seas , 3. 320 cs App. 
See Onsrrucrina a Roan. 
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CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, as. 362 & 363— Pleading Guilly— 
Aasessors.] A conviction of a prisoner on a plea of guilty 
before a Court of Session is valid; although there were no 
ASBERSOLB. 





Tax Quen vc. SRIKANT OHARAL pon se. E B. 
siaa OO 2 she FDB. 
See Lerrars Parent, 1868, s. 36. 
, 88. 427 & 436 a SN. 
CROP, VALUATION OF n oe vw» App. 


See Baourt Rent. ’ 


OROSS-EXAMINATION-—Act VIII. of 1859, s. 170.) A defend- 
ant failed to appear when ordered to attend under section 170, 
Act VII. of 1859. The Judge did not at once pass judgment 

inst him, but called the plaintifi's witnesses, and refused to 
allow the defendant's vakeel, who was present, to cross-examine 
them. Held, that the Judge onght to have allowed the defendant's 
vakeel to cross-examine the plaintiff's witnesses. 
Susagzapa Paxanrar alias Kannu SAHID v. JAKRERAM 
BAAKAT Pest. L is eee w= App. 


CUSTOM ... 7 n e OWS. 


See PRINCIPAL AND ÅGBXT. 


CUTTING TIMBER—Erzclusive Righi—Da .] Where one 
acquires, by license, an exclusive right to cut and to authorize others 
to cut timber in a forest, such right does not vest in him the timber 
in the forest. He might thereby have a right to recover damages 

ainst any person, who, by cutting timber, should interfere with 
his exclusive right, but that would not vest in him the timber so 


cut by others. f 
Binako Syappsan v. Man Wye anp Aca Syrup Anpor 
Hossern as ave ses we ÅA. OL 
DAMAGES woe ie oe ig A. C. 276, 
See Currina Tistpar. See Inrninaement or Riant. 
assis cameras ie aes ae , O. C. 
s See RBS-JUDICATA. . 
DATTAKA PUTRA si ae wee w AL OL 
- See ADOPTION. z 
DECISION. See GROUND3 FOR ——~. r 
DECLARATORY DECREE ... ibe a sa as 
i See PLAINT. 
< SUITS is e i sr NG 
See ADOPTION., - 

DECREE us n A C 
r See LINITATION. g 
—-— des ie App. 

See Mortaaan. IE 
———-— See Possrssony ——. See PURCHASR OF —. ; 
—_—- —-HOLDERS be i sa we OAL 


See ATTACHMENT. 
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DECREES 


af 5 A.C 
See NET-OFP. : 
`” DELAY 2) a App- 
See SUPERINTENDENCE, 
—— IN FILING m ‘in ‘es say AN Os 
See APPRAL. 
DEPOSITIONS ase aes as ite ies App. 
See EVIDENCE. et 
DETERMINATION OF TENANCY. See Tanancy. i 
DIRECTION TO COMMIT ... A wes we SoM 
DISAPPEARANCE ... ste he i aw ALC, 
See Hindu Law. 
DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINT. 
Buasa v. MAKROO «ee div, ase ce 5, N. 
DISPOSSESSION sae sas is bee A. C. 801, 
0 See SUPERINTENDERCE. See Acr VIL or 1859, 8. 230. 
DISTRIBUTION AMONG DECREE-HOLDERS a A: O 
See ATTACHMENT. 

DIVESTING si 7 z A ae EDB. 
See Hixpvu Law. 

DOCUMENT. See Farse ——. 

DOWER ae eee u “es ty we «= ALG 
See Manommepan Law. 

ENHANCED RATE ase ia oe we ALG, 
See KABULYAT. 

ENHANCEMENT... ace wen Po; 


See SALE FoR ARREARS OF Ravenun, 


— -m OF RENT— Mokurrari.] Land had been let under 
different pattas to a man for building and horticultural purposes, 
to be enjoyed by him, his sons, and his sons’ sons for ever, ata 
rent mentioned dn the pattas. Held, the rent was not liable to 





- enhancement. p 
- Karasu CHANDRA Roy v. HIRALAL Sean ww ALC. 
BeA A. ©. 
See Oxus Pronanpi: 
ENQUIRY BY POLICE. 
In wn Foxru Sgan wee aes wae RBN. 
- EQUITABLE ASSIGNMENT 33 ise ww 0.0. 


See Sate or Goons. 
ESTATES. See SEPARATELY NUMBERED ——. 


ESTOPPEL + aes ‘ive a ae OC, 
See Res-Jupicata. 


EVIDENCE 


See ADOPTION. See ARBITRATORS, 
e j c 


265 


` 98 
„211 


vi 
56 
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EVIDENCE 4A. C1, 


See PrerscrieTion. See Revenus Court. 


—————— Depositions.] Depositions of witnesses in a former suit 
are not admissible in evidence when those witnesses are living, 
and their oral evidence is procurable. 

Harish Cuanpra Cuuckzrsorry v. Tara CHAND 
Saana rn xr fee we App. 


———Local Enquiry by Ameen.] The report of an Ameen 
and evidence recorded on a local enquiry are evidence in the suit, 
and there is no legal objection to the parties to the suit agreeing 
that the evidence should be taken before the Ameen, and that the 
matters in dispute should be referred to him for enquiry. i 
Sanat Crnandra Ror Kanuneo v. Tas Corpeoror. oy CHIT- 
TAGONG a e. . . we = App. 





Possession— Ownership.) In special appeal the High 
Court held that evidence which did not allude to any specific acts 
of ownership was not sufficient evidence to prove possession. The 
finding of the fact of possession by the lower Appellate Court upon 
such evidence reversed in special appeal. i 
z JAGABANDRU Das GasenpgA MAHAPATRA v. DINABANDOU® 
Das GAJENDRA Momaratra ... se. e App 


————— Undisturbed Possession.| Held, on the evidence in the 
case, that defendants’ long possession was comfirmatory of their 
title based on a mortgage bond ofold date, and that plaintiff's suit 
for possession was mele dismissed. 

Dryas GAYAJI v. Gopannar GODABHAI ... wo PLO 





, ADDITIONAT. g 
Manesa CuanprRa Das v. Mapan Caanpra Sinkan SN. 


, ADMISSIBILITY OF ... oe wo A.C. 
See COMMISSION. 

OF MOKURRARI TITLE.] Mere proof of postor 
sion for more than 12 years does not amount to proof of a 
mokurrari title. 





Sav Drar Port v. Tuagor Mananin Prasav .., App. 
EXCLUSIVE RIGHT E ai me a A.O. 
See Currina TIMBER. & 
EXECUTION ose Soe Apn. 

i See JOINT Decere. j 
EEES .. A. ©. 192, 194, 


` See Parxcrpan Dscrasrp. See LIMITATION. 


———— SALE. See Pourcnasee AT ———, 


Insolvency—Attaching Creditor—Official Assignee— 
Proority.| A obtained a decree against B, and in execution attached 
property of B in Zilla pinage por in Janu 1868, and it was 
sold on the 19th March. the meanwhile B had been adjudi- 
cated an insolvent, and the usual vesting order was made by the 
Insolvent Court on the 6th March. Notice of this order reached 
the Judge of Dinagepore not until after the sale, but before the 
sale had been confirmed and the proceeds had been handed over. 
Held, the Official Assignee was entitled to the proceeds of the sale. 


Ixpra Cranpra Dogar v. TABACHAND Dogar... A. C. 
-° 
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EXECUTION—Limitation—Bona@ fide Application] An application 





was made on the 18th February 1862, for execution of a decree, 
and was struck off on the 81st January 1863. A fresh application 
was made on the 18th April 1868; but nothing: was then done. 
A further application was made on the 9th August 1866, and certain 
property was then attached by the decree-holder. 

Held, that the Judge should have enquired whether the former 
applications were bond fide ond sufficient to keep the decree alive ; 
if not, proceedings under the latest application would be barred by 
limitation. Case remanded accordingly. 

Goram Asuaar v. Laxuimant DeBI .. App. 


~Limitation—Instalment-Bond.| Upon an application 


` for execution being made, the judgment-debtor executed in Court 





an instalment-bond, by which he bound himself to pay his debt 
by half-yearly instalments in the month of Magh (January and 
February) and Bhadra (August and September) of each year, and 
it was stipulated that, on failure to pay a single instalment, the whole 
of the bond might be realised by execution. A decision was given 
accordingly, and the instalment-bond was filed. 

The judgment-debtor did not pay the instalment due in August 
and September 1864, till a few days after the expiry of that month. 
He did not pay the instalment of January and February 1865 at 
all; but subsequent payments were made and accepted in De- 
cember 1867 and January 1868. The decree-holder applied to exe- 
cute the decree and realise the whole amount of the bond. 

The lower Appellate Court, holding that time ran from the first 
default in August and September 1864, dismissed the application. 

Held, by High Court of appeal, that the application was not 
barred, and that the time ran frank January and Pauriney 1865. 

Uvespra Monan Tacora v, Taxania Byram ... A. O. 


Limitation— Payments out of Court.) A decree-holder 
having sold a gic of his debtor’s property, his cause in execu- 
tion was struck off the file on 27th July 1865; on 9th September 
he again applied for execution, and was told to file a list of his 
debtor's property, This he did not do, but on 21st September, he 
filed a petition, alleging thut he had received two small sums from 
persons owing money to hisjudgment-debtor. On 31st October, the 
case was struck off the file. 

On the 21st August 1868, he again applied for execution. The 
lower Court holding that the realizations made in September 1865° 
were not made through the Court, and, therefore, not in execution, 
declared further execution barred by limitation. Held, on appeal, 
by the High Court, that it was material to enquire whether the 

etition of 9th September 1865 was bond fide presented with 


intention to proceed under it, and whether the moneys were really — 


paid as alleged. i 
Ganaa Narayan CuowpuerY v. Paor Momammunp BIRKAR, App. 


Party—Suit—Aci XXIII. of 1861, 8. 11—Act VII. 
of 1859, ss. 201 § 209.] Ina former suit brought for possession 
of immoveable property against J, and her futher, and subsequently 
revived against J, as the representative of her father, possession 
and mesne profits weie decreed against J, m her representative 
capacity, while as against her, in her individual capacity, the suit 
was dismissed. The decree-holder, after obtaining possession, 
attached and sold in satisfaction of his decree for mesne profits J’s 

rivate poped: notwithstanding her objections, and himself 

ecame the purchaser, but never obtained possession. This sale, 
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ordered on the 8th October 1863, was confirmed by the Judge on 
16th March 1864. The present suit was brought by J, for con- 
firmation of her possession of her private property by cancellation 
of the execution sale. 

Held, (Macpherson and Glover, JJ., dissenting) that such suit 
was maintainable, and that J, in her individual capacity, was not a 
party to the suit in which execution issued, within the meaning of 
section 11 of Act XXII. of 1861. - 

Sanwa Wanip ALI v. MU8sAMUT JUMAYI w F.B. 


EXECUTION—Procedure.] An application for execution of a decree 


ned not be accompanied bya copy of the decision of the first 
bourt. yr 
Ana pee for execution was made by a mooktear, and, 

admitted by the Judge, who ordered a notice to issue te the judg- 
ment-debtor.. Held, that such application cannot afterwards be set 
nade for irregularity, and that it is sufficient to keep the decree 
alive. ,„ ; 

Daanrar Siya v. Lirananp SING sie .. App. 


m OF DECREH ibe aes ae. GROG, 


, See COMPROMISE, DEED or. 


—_ on wee we A.O. 


See KISTBANDI. 


EXECUTOR. See Hinno —. 





FATHER-IN-LAW e 


FINE 


FAOT— Pleas not taken Pato], In a suit to recover possession, the 


plaintif alleging that the land in dispute, from which he had been 
ousted, had been settled with him by Government as part of his 
zemindari, and the defendant alleging that the land was part 
of his Inkhiraj garden land, which had been released by Govern- 
ment, the Courts found that the laids in dispute were part of those 
which had been settled with the plaintiff. On appeal to the Privy - 
Council, the defendant attempted to show that, assuming the lands 
in question to have been part of those settled with the plaintiff, 
the settlement had been improperly made. Held, that this conten- 
tion was not open to the defendant upon the record, it never having 
been taken in the Courts below. 


Pago 


78 


18 
79 


223 


Sermar Dasi v. Rani LALANMANI ver » = PLO” 64 
FALSE DOCUMENT ore bes iis ew A, Cr. 


See FORGERY. 


PERSONATION—Registration Act.] A vendor proceeded 
in company with three persons to Dacca to register her deed of 
sale. allin ill on the way, the three companions went to the 
Registrar's Office; one of them there personated the vendor and 
got registry of the deed. She was convicted of cheating by false 
personation, and the other two of abetting that offence. Held, on 
revision that as there was not intention apparent on the part of the 
accused to injure or defraud any one, the convictions should have 
been under sections 83 and 94 of Act XX. of 1866, and not under 
section 419 of the Penal Code. 

Tax Qussn v. Lurut Bewa ... Se pax A. Cr. 


sas e we A.O. 
See Son's Wrpow. 


ssk ee aie eApp. 
See Cenrivicate Tax. 
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FORGERY—Penal Code, 88. 5, 29, § 463—Fulse Document.] To con- 
stitute the offence of forgery, the simple making of a false document 
is sufficient. It isnot necessary thatthe document should be pub- 
lished or made in the name of a really existing person. A writing 
which is not legal evidence of the matter expressed, hay yet be a 
document within the meaning of section 29 of the Penal Code if 
the parties framing it believed it to be, and intended it to be, evi- 
dence of such matter. 

Tus Qusen v. Sarvarr Aur vet és a» À. Cr. 


FRACTIONAL SHARE Tr hae si we AO: 
See Kanuutat, SUIT vor. ; 


FRACTIONS OF SHARES... ii n App. 
See KABULIAT. 


GHATWALI TENURE—Resumption—Compensation.] In the Kur- 
ao pore ghatwali mehals, the profits of the lands, minus the quit-rent 
paid to the zemindar, were the remuneration given to the ghatwals 
for police services. Government illegally resumed those lands, dis- 
pensing with the services of the ghatwals, and settled the tenures 
with the ghatwals at half the rates current in that part of the 
country. The resumption proceedings having been set aside, it 
remained to determine to whom, and in what proportions, Govern- 
ment should refund the half jumma taken by it as rent from the 
ghatwals, during the period of settlement. Held, that, inasmuch as 
the ghatwals rendered no service during the period of settlement, 
the moiety of the jumma retained by them was ample compensation 
for any loss they might have sustained; and the zemindar was 
entitled to receive the whole of the moicty taken by Government, 
partly as quit-rent due to him and partly as compensation for loss 
of the ghatwals’ services during the contimuance of the settlement. 

Raga Linananp Sine Banapur v. Tas Govennmenr A. C. 


GIFT, DEEDS OF ... vse ene ots .. App. 
See REGISTRATION. 


GROUNDS FOR DECISION—ZJssues.] The reasons for their deci- 
sions must, in all cases, be recorded by the Judges of the igh 
Courts in India. In a suit for maintenance, where the objection 
was taken on appeal to the Privy Council that no issues had been 
directed by the Courts below, eld, that an order of the High 
Court referring the matter to the lower Court for enquiry “to ascer- 
tain the amount of maintenance which might appear to be justly 
and properly payable with reference to the means of the defendants 
and the other fucts of the case, and to proceed to decison in the 
manner indicated in section 361 of the Civil Procedure Code,” was 
equivalent to a direction of issues, and rendered any further issues 


tnnecessary. 
Kacuexaryana Runaapra Karagxxa Tora Uprar v. Kaonr- 
vieasaAya Rungarea Karagga Tora Upiar ... P.O. 
GUARDIAN Y eae one és sas w AOC. 
See Mor. 
HEIR, SUIT BY .. {s bes vee App. 
See SPECIAL ÅPPEAL. ` 


HIGH COURT R = er we AL C181, 
See BuPEBINTBENDENOE. f 
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HINDU EXECUTOR—Probate.] Government Promissory Notes be- 
longing to the estate of a deceased Hindu were endorsed over, 
without consideration, by A (who had taken out probate of a 
forged will, and was acting under the same as executor) to B, who 
received the same bond fide, but without due inquiry; and on 
obtaining n renewal of the-same, endorsed the renewed Paper back 
to A, for the purpose of enabling him to raise money thereon, 
believing that A had aright todo so. Held, that B was liable to 
account to the representatives of the deceased for the value of the 
aia acs Notes ns assets of the deceased come into his 

ands, 
The property in the moveable estate of a Hindu does not pasa 
to his executor, as such. 
Samatr JAYKALI DEBI v. SHIBNATH CHATTERJIEB ... O. C. 1 


LAW— Adoption by Widow.] In an adoption made by a Hindu 
widow, under authority conferred upon her for that purpose by her 
husband, tbe authority must be strictly proved, and as the adop- 
tion-is for the husbands benefit, the child must be adopted to him, 
and not to the widow alone. An adoption by the widow alone, 
would not, for purposes of Hindu law, give the adopted child, 
even after her death, any right to property inherited by her from 
her husband. 

Held, in the present case, that the evidence did not support the 
contention that the adopted son of the widow had been adopted 
to the husband. $ 
Caowpry Papam Kne v. Koer Upara Bine ... | P.O. 101 


Page 








- —_——--Disappearance—Presumption of Death—Succession.] 
Where a Hindu disappears and is not heard of for a length of time, 

no person can succeed to his property, as heir, until the expiry of 

12 years from the date on which he was last heard of. 

Janmasay MAZUMDAR v. KESHABLAL Guosa A.C. 134 


Inħeritance—Dwesting—Son of Excluded Person.] 
A Hindu died in 1882 leaving an only son who had been blind 
from his birth, and two widows, the survivor of whom died in 1849. 
On the death of the surviving widow, the nephew succeeded as 
heir, the blind son being, by Hindu law, excluded from inheritance. 
The blind man. having married, a son was born to him in 1858. 
The blind man diced in 1861. Held, by Norman, J., that, on the 
birth of the blind man’s son, he became entitled to the inheritance, 
from which his father had been excluded. 

Held, on appeal (by a Full Bench) that, by Hindu law, an estate 
once vested cannot be divested in favour of the son of an excluded 
person born after the death of the ancestor. Such ruling does not 
apply to the case of the son of an excluded person if having 
been begotten and being in the womb at the time of the an- 
cestor’s death, he is afterwards born capable of inheriting. 

Kauipas Das v. Kersan Onanpea Das œ F.B. 103 


q Mitahshara— Sister's Son—Inheritance.] In the 
> absente of nenrer relativer, a man may be heir to his mother's 
brother as regards Popery he to the Mitakshara. 
Asura Konar ERI v. LAKBINARAYAN CHUCKER- 
BUTY. m s ; Dee œ EB. 28 





——— Presumption of Death by <Absence—Bequest to 
Idol] ~The rule of English law that a period of seven years’ 
` absence without tidings is sufficient to raise a presumption of death 
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cannot be applied in the cnse of a Hindu. The Hindu law hns n 
rule of its own, requiring the lapse of 12 years before an absent 
enoi of whom nothing has been heard, can be presumed to 
dead. ' = 
A testator by will left certain property to an idol, and appointed 
a sebait. The person ao appointed died without taking charge 
of the property or filling the office, and the Jands remained in 
possession of the testator’s family. Held, that this property 
would follow the course of the other properties left by testator, 
and be divided with them among the devisees under the 
will. 
Sanapasunpart Dent v. Gomm Most a A.C. (note) 


HINDU WIDOW —WMitakshara Law—Adverse Possession— Rever- 
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Tage 


137 


sioners.] Where after the death of a Hindu who had been ` 


separate in estate from his brothers, and during the life-time of his 
widow, his brother's sons obtained mutation of their names on the 
Collector's rent-roll, and held possession of the estate, in right of 
inheritance, for more than 12 years, held, that under the Mitak- 
shara law, the possession of the nephews being adverse to the 
widow, the claim of the reversjoner on her death was barred. 
Govan Sina v. Kannya Lan Sanrnzana s.  App. 


——— See RB-MARRIAGE or ——. 





. See Avoprion. 
Maintenance. 
Umacnaran Cuowpary v. Niranpsist Dent ws 8N. 


c PETA S ee A Hindu by will nttempted 
to create a trust for the accumulation for 99 years of the surplus 
income (after certain yearly paymonts) of his estate in the pur- 
chase of zemindaries, &c., from time to time; and empowered his 
trustees to continue such trust after the expiration of the 99 years’ 
term. The will contained no disposition of the beneficial interest 

* in the zemindaries so to be purchased. Held, that such trust 
was void. i 
Semble.—Perpetuity (save in cases of religious. and charitable 
endowments) is not sanctioned by Hindu law. 
Komara Asima Krisna Des v. Kusaga Kumara [Katenna 





Den ae tes ite oe oe CO 

IDOL. See BEQUEST TO ——~. See Sgnvicn oF i 

——--, NAME OF Ra sis “it we ALO, 
See LIMITATION. à 

ILLEGAL ARREST ...- ae its isi ww. A. Or. 
See Torras. 

ILLEGITIMATE SON is vias ia’ we APG; 
See MADRAS. < 


INFRINGEMENT OF RIGHT— Damages ] Proof of infringement of a 
right, without proof of actual loss, does not necessarily entitle n 
pinintiff in this country to a verdict for nominal damages. 

Napaxersuna Mooxerser v. Coutector or Hooguny A. O. 


INHERITANCE is Bs ss F. B. 28, 
See Hindu Law. 
e 
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INHERITANCE noo a h ao AG 
See Re-marrIaarR or Hispo Wipow. 

INSOLVENT ACT ... a s : a OO 

` See BALE or Goons. 

INSTALMENT fa he re ies ax OG 

See Bonn. 
- BOND sis ax aie wo AG 

See EXECUTION. 

INTEREST.... ate e... ase is wn OPEC. 
See Mortaagon Aanb MOBTGAGEB. + 

Ee n PT is we en ORG 
See Promissory, Nors, . ; ; 


—Bond.] When a Bond is silent as to any interest to be 
allowed after the due date of the bond, it ìs in the discretion of the 
Court to fix the amount of interest if any, to be paid from the due 
date of the bond to the date of the commencement of suit. 
Srranara Boss v. Maruvranate Ror... .. App. 


INTERVENTION. ... aes ts 
See Act X. or 1859, s. 77. 


——— m am 


Doraa Narayan Roy v. Jorkeismna Mooxrsgses .. S. N. 


--———— Adding Parties—Act X. of 1859, 8.77—Act VIIT. 
of 1859, s. 73} In asuitfor arrears of rent at enhanced rate, 
defendant pleaded that he bad sold the holding to a third party, 
who thereupon asked to be added as a defendant. Held, that such 
intervenor could not-be made a party to the suit. 








Karınara Roy v. Iswar CHANDRA GHOSAL we BOB: 
ISHTEHAD ... ‘ins AP A; 0. 
See Mowaumepan Law. : 
ISSUES ae aes ave AT “es wa PC. 
See Grounds ror Decision. 
JALKAR no i Se dive sis dee ee Oy 


See Possession. - 


JOINT DECREE—Act VIII. of 1869,8. 207.] Three persons obtained 
a joint decree. Two of them took out execution, and realized each 
his own share. The third applied for execution within three years 
from the fime of the last proceedings taken by the other two; but 
after a lapse of three years from the last proceedings taken jointly 
by all three. 4 

Held, that under section 207, Act VIL. of 1859, there was no 
severance of the decree, and therefore the proceedings taken by the 
two kept the decree alive, 

AzizunnissA Keaton 0-Seasnt Buosman Bose... App. 





Execution.] Where two joint decree-holders, each 
interested in an eight-anna share in a money-decree, issued joint 
execution, and one of them, after the death of the other, received the 
whole amount due under the decree, held, that this was only satis- 
faction es respects half of the decree, and that the representatives 
of the deceased were entitled to issue execution for the remaining 
half. si ‘ 

- Mamma Cxranpra Roy v, Pranrmonan CHOWDERY App. 
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JOTE. See RELINQUISHNENT OF ——. 
JUDGMENT oe Star ake z App. 20 
See ÅAPPELLATR COUET. 
JURISDICTION. ° 
8..M. Ram Prarr Dgs v. DINANATH MOOKERJEE ... S.N. xii 


ne a vas .. A.C. 1, 152, 217, 246 
See Ravenun Courts. See ÅBRRRARE OF RENT. ~ 
See Supserntaxpence. See LUNATIC. A 


ai he de Re A r 3Tl 
See RecoGnizanok TO KEEP PEACE. 


Act X.“of 1859, s. 23, cl. 7.] A suit for the de- 
claration of the right of the plaintif to a shara in the produce of 
certain trees, on the allegation that those trees were planted by a 
person whose rights had passed to the plaintif by n bill of sale, 
1s cognizable by the Civil urts, and does not come within the 
meaning of clause 6, section 23 of Act X. of 1859. 

Barma Ranzan ALI v. SYED Anwar ALI .. App. 19 


—— Kabuliat—Aci X. of 1859, s. 23, ch 1.] A suit 
to set aside a decree passed by a Deputy Collector for executing a 
kabuliat in favor of the defendant and for a declaration that the 
land in suit pertains to the talook of a third party, is not cogni- 
zable by a Civil Court. By clause 1, section 23; Act X. of 1859, 
the exclusive cognizance of suits by a zemindar against his ryot 
to obtain a kabuliat is reserved to the Court of the Collector: 

Sowatan Roy v. Annana Kumar Mooxenser .. App. 3l 


~ ——. Objection— Appellate Court.) Thedefendantobject- 

ed to the jurisdiction of the first Court, but todk no objection to 
the jurisdiction before the lower Appellate Court. Held, that ob- 
jection to the jurisdiction was waived. » 


Monasurep Hossern v. Rasa Axaya Nanaran PAL App. 42 

—————— OF CIVIL COURTS wn . FB 1 
See Costs op PARTITION. 

OF CRIMINAL COURTS .. `> .. FB 21 


See Resisrancs or Civit Proouss. 


OF MOFUSSIL SMALL CAUSE COURTS, “A. 0. 108 
See ATTACHMENT OF SALARIES OF RAILWAY SERVANTS. 


——— OF REVENUE COURTS... a’ ALO. 237 
See Acrt X. or 1859. - 


OF SMALL CAUSE COURT. 


Hossern v. DICKENSON ... a see sae S.N. iï 
NASIRUDDIN v. KHODABAKSE ll... ar ae 8.N. vü 
A.C. 77 

See MOYBABLE PROPBRTY. 
KABULIAT P x vee App. 3I 


See JURISDICTION. 


Enhanced Rate—-Patta—New Ground.] . In a suit for a 
kabuliat at an enhanced rate under a patta, the terms of which 
were that the lessee should hold the lands for four years rent-free, 

e 7 D 
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that after measurement the lands were to be assessed, that then he 
was to pay four annas a biga in year 1265, six annas in 1266, 
and eight annas and 3 gundas in 1267 and for five years after, 
held, this did not constitute a mokurrari holding at a fixed rate. 
Case was remanded, to ascertain what were the rates of similar 
lands in the neighbourhood in 1274, dnd decree to be made accord- 
ingly. Held, also, that a fresh ground could not be taken in appeal 
which had not been taken below though based upon a Fall Beach 


Ruling. 5 : i 
(eee Kuanpear v. Nap Art TARAFDAR n A. 0. 


KABULIAT—Fractions of Shares,] One of the share-holders of an un- 
divided zemindari cannot institute a snit to obtain a separate 
kabuliat from a ryot for the fractional share thereof. 

.Upara Caagan Dua v. Kauirarna Dasr... .. = App. 


Landlord and Tenant} The defendant was under- 
tenant in respect of lands which his lessor held under a modafat 
from the semindar. Subsequently the lessor left, and the zemindar 
gave the defendant a patta for part of the lands covered by the 
‘modafat ond to the plaintiff a patta for the whole of the land 
covered by the original modafat, but did not assign any of his 
rights, as-zemindar, to the plaintiff, to recover or enhance the rents 
reserved in the patta he had granted to the defendant, Held, ina 
suit for a kabuliat at an enhanced rate, that the plaintiff and defend- 
ant were not in the position of landlord and tenant, so as to 
enable the plaintiff to maintain his suit. 








Karam Susa v. Pancas MANDAL ae we Åg 0. f 


ee, SUIT-FOR—Fractional Share in Undivided State—Act 
X. of 1859.] A proprietor of a fractional share of an undivided 
estate, though receiving a definite portion of the rent from the 
ryot, is not entitled to maintain against him a suit for a separate 
kabuliat in respect of auch undivided share, 





. Rani SARATSUNDARI DeB v. Watson i w AC 
~~ BrEp Aumep Riza v. AGHORI ... cass oo SN, 
KISTBANDI... S iai “eee AC. 


See PAYMENT. 


Execution of Decree.) Where a judgment-debtor exe- 
cuted a kistbandi, or instalment bond, providing for the satisfaction of 
the decree which had been obtained against him, and subsequently 
failed to pay according to the terms of the kistbandi, held, that the 
decree-holder could enforce his claim under the terms of the 
Kistbandi by proceedings in execution, and need not file a fresh 
suit. 

Tancr Biswas v. Karipas BANnRIJEN si we A.Q 


. 


LAKHIRAJ ... “eae ce dee sa w AC. 
See Onus PEOBANDI. 


~ MEASUREMENT OF. 
Prasannamyl DERI v. CHANDRANATH Coowprx ... S N. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT ... a Sis | A.C. 
s See KABULIAT. 


LEASE AT ANNUAL RENT (AA AAR )—Registration— Act XX. of 
1866, s. 19, cì. 4.] A lease for no definite time, but fixing an annual 
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Pags 
rent, falls within clause 4 of section 17 of Act XX. of 866, and 
must be registered in order to be admissible in evidence. 
Ramkumar MANDAL v. BRAJAHARI Mama e A.C 76 
LEGAL DISABILITIES aes aes ae w P.C. 1il 


See ContTRACT or BALB. 


LESSOR AND LESSHE—Possession.] Where a lessor who had never 
been in possession, granted a patta of landas to which his titlé was dis- 
puted, and the lessee was kept out of possession by the defendants, 
who disputed the lessor's title, Aeld, that the lessee could main- 
tain his action for ession of the lands, and need not make his 
lessor a coplaind, : F 
Pranxrisana Dey v, BiswaMpnar San... m A.C. 207 


LETTERS PATENT, 1866, s. 86—~Craninal Procedure Code, s. 420— 
Criminal Appeals.) Where’ criminal appeal is heard by to '_ 
Judges, sitting ag a Division Court, and they differ in opinion, the 
opinion of the senior Judge must prevail under section 36 of the 
Letters Patent of the High Court, notwithstanding section 240 of 
the Criminal Procedure Code. 


Tam Quean v. Kazi THAKOOR ... sis .» FB. "95 
LIEN ie Ses ten ae sii «. App. 6 
' See MORTGAGE. See PRIORITY OF ——. . , 
LIMITATION ve = et RE w PG 1 
See CONTRACT or SALE, ‘ 
——— ` - A.C. 806, 313, 320, 345 | 


- See Monamarepan Law. See Apoprron. See PAYMENT. 
See EXECUTION. > ae 


Ji ek F .. > App. 24, 26, £9, 45 
See Execution. See Certificata, See Possession, 
See EXBOUTION. 


— c Account— Cause of Action—Act XIV. of 1859, s. 1. 
cl. 16.] Theo representatives of a gomasta, who had, for the last four 
years of his life, taken the moneys of his employers’in advance for 
the purposes of the business, were sued for the balance of account 
of such moneys after giving credit for the amount of the gomasta’s 
annual eae) Held. that the suit, being brought in leas than six 
years from the date of the gomasta’s death, was not barred by the 
provisions of Act XIV. of 1859. ; 

Karı Kerana Pan Cuowpney v. Srimati Jacatria A. C. 139 


—— Accounts—Act X. of 1859, s.33.] Section 83, Act X. 
of 1859, gives the benefit of the extended period of limitation to a 
men who shows reasonable diligence, and not to one who having 
the means of knowledge carelessly neglects to investigate the 
accounts, ° N i 
Daawneat Srna Dogar v. Raman, MANDAL w ASC. 269 


—— Aet VIII. of 1869, s. 246.] Certain lands were 
‘attached under a decree against the ancestor of the plaintiff, but on 
the intervention of the defendant, under section 246, Act VIII. of 
1859, a fria released to him. z ; 
Held, that was not an order made between plaintiffs and defend- 
Rnt, such as to make it necessary for the former to sue for declara- 
tion of title within one year. 3 Š 
Nrrra Korrra v, BeaNuran Koira oa .. App. 49 
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LIMITATION—Aet X. of 1859, s. 32— Cause of Action—Trespass.] 
A, a zemindar, sold the rights of B, his patnidar, for arrears of rent, 
under Bepninaen VIII. of 1819. This sale was subsequently set 
aside at the suit of B for irregularity. A then sued B for the‘arrears - 
ander Act X. of 1889, and B raised the defence that the suit was 
barred, more than 3 years having elasped from the close of the year 
in which the arrears became due. ` Held (reversing the decision of 
the High oars) that upon the setting aside of the patni sale, the 
patnidar took back the estate subject to the obligation to pay the 
rent; and that the particular arrears of rent claimed must be taken 
to have become due in the year in which that restoration to posses- 
sion took peos and plaintiff could sue within three years from the 
close of that year. o held, that A was not guilty of a trespass in 
bringing the property to sale under’a defective notice, and A could 
“not ae sued for the arrears pending the proceedings to set aside 
the sale. E 2 
‘ Ram Swarwamayi v. Suasa Morni Banwanr... P.C. 10 


- ~—— Act XIV. of 1859, s. 1, cl. 9—Commencement of 
Right to sue.] Ina suit brought on the 29th July. 1867, to recover 
back a deposit of purchase-money paid in September 1863, it ap- 
peared that the vendor had re-aold the estate, and that the plaintiff 
thereupon sued for and obtained decree for specific performance 
against the vendor and the purchaser at the re-sale. On tbe. by 
the purchaser at the re-sale, the decree was reversed on the 29 
' August 1865. Held, that the suit to recover back the deposit was 
not barred under clause 9, section 1, Act XIV. of 1869, since 
the cause of action for ita recovery did not accrue till 29th August 
1865. 
Ramsoy Day v. SRINATH Sine wd. . ALO. 170 


_— Act XIV. of 1869, cl. 18,8. 1, ¢ 2—Benamidar— 
Trustee.| .A Hindu died in 1840, leaving him surviving seven 
> sons, who after their father's death, entered into joint possession of 
certain immoveable porperty which had been left by him, and con- 
tinued to live in commensality until 1859,` when a separation in 
mess took place. Subsequently, more than twelve years after the 
-` father's death, a suit was brought by the youngest son for his share 
of the joint ancestral property belonging to the father, and to pro- 
` perty subsequently acquired out of the proceeds of such joint 
estate, to which the brothers were entitled in equal shares. The 
plaintiff failed to show that any payment was made to him or any 
person through whom he claimed by the person in possession, or 
management of the property within twelve years before the com- 
-mencement of the suit. 
Held, that the suit was barred by limitation under clause 13, 
section 1 of Act XIV. of 1859. 
` Held, also, that a benami transaction does not create the relation 
of trustee and cestutgue trust. A benamidar is not a trustee within 
the meaning of Act XIV. of 1859, sectiom2. 








Unmtasunparr Dasi v. Dwarxanats Roy... a. = A, 0. 284 ` 





: Act XIV. of 1859, s. 1, ch 12—Possesston.] In a suit 
to recover possession of immoveable property, the defence was 
adverse possession for more than 12 years, except for two short 
periods, during which plaintiffs had been put in poasession by a Civil 
Court; first, under a decree of the High Court between the same 
parties, but that they had been dispossegsed upon that decree being 
reversed on review; and second, under a a by the 
Principal Sudder Ameen of another order of the High Court, in 
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another suit between the same parties, but that they have again 
been dispossessed after appeal by defendant to the High Court. 
Held, per Loon, J. (GLOVER, J., dissenting) that plaintiffs’ posses- 
sion during those two periods was not bond fide and that the suit — 
was barred. i l 
Marı Sine v. Rasa LILANAND Sine KA we A.C. 173 


LIMITATION —Aci XIV. of 1859, ss. 2 & 5—Purchase—Name of 
Idol—Trustee—Benami.] In 1799 an estate was purchased in the 
name of an idol, and immediately afterwards was mortgaged, Sub- 
sequently, when the mo e-debt had been paid off, it was re- 
conveyed to the idol. After this the names of the idol and of its 
sebait were entered into Collector's books as owners of the estate. 
In 1812, the purchaser again mortgaged the property, and in 1816, 
his widow executed a second mortgage of it, to pay off the mort- 
gage of 1812. In 1820, this second. mortgage was foreclosed. The 
defendants held the property under titles derived_from the mort- - 
gage of 1816. The sebait’s representatives, in 1867, sue'to re- = 
cover possession of the property as sore to the idol, alleging 
that the purchaser was a mere trustee for the idol; that the present 
holders of the property were cognizant of this, or might have 
learnt it by reasonable enquiry, and therefore took the property 
subject to the trust; that, accordingly, the suit now brought was 
a suit against trustees within section 2 of Act XIV. of 1859, and’ 
could not be barred by any length of time. There was no evi- 
dence of a formal dedication of the property to the idol. Held,’ 
that the defendants claim under purchasers who had purchased 
hond fide and for valuable consideration, within section § of Act 

. of 1869; and that, therefore, the period of limitation was 
` 12 years from the date of purchase, and’ the suit was barred. 
Manarant Brasa Sunpant Derri v, Rant Lacumr Kon. 
WARI is eae sees “eae we ALO. 165 


————-Aet XIV. of 1859, s8. 20 § 17—Stamp Fees— Pauper 
Sutts.] A decree had been obtained by a party suing in forma 
pauperis against Shami Mohammed (appellant). The Government 
(represented by Munshi Mohammed Ali Khan) now sought to 
recover against Shami Mohammed the amount of stamps which 
would have been paid by the plaintiff, if he had not been permitted. 

to sue as a pauper. Held, that the right of Government to recover 

the stamp fees in question under section 309 of Act VIII. of 1859, 

is not afected by the law of limitation laid down in section 20 of ~* 
Act XIV. of 1889. s 

Suaxı Monamamp v. Munem Monamump Arr Kaan App. 22 


Act XIV. of 1859, s8. 20—Ezecution.] A decree was 
obtained on 16th of April 1859, and execution was applied for on 
28th December 1861, when the applicant was ordered by the Court 
to produce a certificate of heirship. Ori his fniling to do so, the case 
was struck pf. He next applied for execution on 13th August 1864. 
Held, that ihe proceedings taken in 1861 were not bond fide 
proceedings of Court, such as would keep the decree alive, and 
that the application was barred. 
Lacumirat Sina Ror Bawapur v. Wan Ant..." A.C, 194 





Ezecution—Decree.] A Wecree was passed in 1850, 
and was in force in 1859, when Act XIV. of that year was passed. 
Between August 1860 and 25th April 1864, nothing effective was 
done in furtherance of execution. Petitions for execution were 
filed in May 1861 and August 1862, and the usual orders pnesed on 
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them; but they were struck off in default. On 26th April 1864, 
another petition was filed, and notice was served on the debtor. 
Heid, that at that time the petition for execution was barred by 
limitation. The decree was not kept alive by the petitions of 
May 1861 and August 1862, which were struck off in default. 
Rasa Sarrasarsn Gurosat BAHADUR v. BHAIRAB (OHANDRA 
Branmo ... s e. eee ww ° A.O. 196 


LIMITATION— Objection—Special Appeal—Act XIV. of 1859, ol. 6, 
s. 1—Act VII. of 1859, 8. 246.] An objection not taken in cross-" 
appeal before the lower Appellate Court cannot be taken in special 
appeal. But if the case be remanded for new trial, such objection 
may then be taken before the Court of first instance. 

x On attachment of certain property, plaintiff and defendants 
referred their respective claims thereto. The plaintiff's claim was 
isallowed : but the defendant’s claim was allowed. The plaintiff, 
after the lapse of a year from the date of the order disallowing his 
claim, sued to recover possession of the said property. The defence 
was that the suit was barred by lapse of time under clause 5, section 1, 
Act XIV. of 1859, and section 246, Act VIIL of 1859. 
Held, ‘clause 5, section 1, Act XLV. of 1869, and section 246, Act 
VIM of 1859, do not apply to such a suit. | d 
` Douraara{ Roy v. Rasa Nanaina Des... ww =A. O. 254 


Purchaser at Execution Sale.| One of four children 
set up a deed of gift and a will, in virtue of which he was, in 1842, 
placed, by a summary proceeding of the Courts, in possession of 
the whole eatate left by his deceased father. The Tights and interests 
of two other children were subsequently sold in execution of a 
decree for debt, and purchased by the present plaintiffs. A fourth 
child instituted a suit against the first mentioned one, to set 
aside the deed of gift and will, the result of which was that, 
in- 1855, the will>-which affected two-thirds of the estate, was 
set aside as having been made without due consent of heira, the 
consent alleged in the will being held to be‘no consent. ‘The plain- 
tiffs now sued to get possession of the shares of the two children 
whose rights and interests they had bought, Held, reversing the 
decision of the High Court, that the plaintiffs as purchasers at an 
execution sale, were in no better position than claimants under any 
other conveyance or a pea and their cause of action arising 
in 1842, they were barred by limitation. z 

Rasa Enarsr Hossers v, Gremuant Lar wo P.C 76 


—— Summary Decision—Act XIV. of, 1859, s. 22.] The 
words “ summary decision” as used in section 22, Act XIV. of 1859, 
mean a decision of the Civil Courts not being a decree made in a 
fegular suit or appeal. Under section 22, Act XIV. of 1869, the 
eriod for enforcement of such.decision is one year from the time 
it was passed. . 
Rasmnarn MANDAL p. Rameswak BHUTTACHARJHE ... A.C. 286 


LOCAL ENQUIRY ... os Baty ‘ap o. App. 3 
See Evipancer. s 


LUNATIC—Act XXXV. of 1858, s. 2—“ Residing” —Jurisdiction.] A 
Innatic had been for a number of years in involuntary confinement 
in Bhowsnipore Lunatic Asylum within the jurisdiction of the 
Court of the Judge of the 24-Pergunnas, and was possessed of pro- 
perty out of that jarisdiction. On an application to the Judge to 
appoint a manager of his property, held, that as the- lunatic was 
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residing within the jurisdiction of the Court of the 24-Pergunnas, 
the Judge could, under. Act XXXV. of 1858, section 2, enquire into 
the faot of his insanity and order a manager to be appointed to 
the estate. s eee 
Jona Oarunnixa Dunant v. Coanpra Naura Onarrar- 
Jen * o w ea as we A. O. 246 


MADRAS—IJlegitimats Son—Maintenance.| Ina suit for maintenance 
brought by an illegimate son of a Hindu zemindar, deceased, held, 
that it was established that the plaintiff was.the natural son of sach 
zemindar and recognized by him as such, it having been not essen- 
tial to the plaintiff's title to maintenance that he should be shown 
to have been born in the house of his father, or of a concubine., 

ossessing a peculiar status therein. Case remanded for the 
aris in India to try whether such maintenance can be a charge 
upon animpartible zemindari, or if not, out of what property or 
fund, if any, the son was entitled to be paid. 
Maruswamy JAGAYERA Yetraps NAISEN o. VENKATAG- 
WARA YBTTAPA ive ae szi œ PO 16 


MAINTENANCE. 
Umacnarnan Cuowpuey v, NiramsBim Desi . 8 Nv. xi 


e. E PG 16 





See MADRAS. 
FA ss we AO 15 





Sea Bon’s Winow. 


MASSES a P ae 0.. 148 


See Wx. 

MASTER AND SERVANT—Trespass.] The appellant- having ob- 
tained a decree for khas possession of a share in.a zemindari had 
refused to recognize the ryots whom the farmers under her co- 
sharers had settled in the estate; and her servants cut and carried 
off the crops of these ryots. ; 

Held, by Guovsr, J., that the appellant was liable for the acts of 
her servants which were done in furtherance of her known wishes, 
and for her benefit. aaa 

Held, by Loom, J. that those acts were beyond the ordinary 
scope of the servant’s duty, and that unless it could be shown that 
the appellant ordered or ratified the acts she was nót liable. In the 
present case the circumstances gave rise to a strong presumption 
that the acts were done with her knowledge, which presumption 

«had not been rebutted ;"and therefore she was liable. : 
Rant Suamasunpart Dani v. Doxau Mannan ... A.C. 227 


MBASUREMENT OF LAKHIRAJ. : 
PrasannaMAxyl Desi v. Coanpea Naru Cuowpuer S8. N. v 


MESNE PROFITS. 
Banoo Gaurt BarswatH Parsap v. Bonu Sisa... S.N. xvi 


` 


S. M. Ram Pyarr Desr v. Dinanara Mooxsrses B. N. xii 


——Possessory Decree—Act XIV. of 1859, 8. 15.] 
A. decree for lepes in a suit under section 15 of Act XIV. of 
1859, is prima facie evidence that the plaintiff in that suit is entitled 
to recover from the defendant therein, mesne profits for the period 
of dispossession. 
Rapna Cnarnan GHATAK v. ZamorvunissA Kuanum A.C. 67 
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MINOR—Relinguishment of Jote by Guardians.]. A sued B to re- 


` 4 
Ca 


` 


. ` 


cover possession of an Sana e of which he aHeged he had 
been dispossessed by B during his minority. B raised the defence 
of relinquishment by A's grandmother and guardian. The 
lower Court decided on the merits against A; but on special 
appeal the High Court held that it was not shown that the relin- 
quishment ‘was for the benefit of the minor, and therefore the decree 
of the Court below must be reversed. On review, Locs, J., held 


that the judgment of the High Court in special appeal must be | 


_ reversed as being ulira vires, for that the question of injury to the 
minor was not urged in the Court below, no issue was raised on that 

* point, and even if the relinquishment of the jote by the guardian did 
turn out to the disadvantage'of the minor, that was not sufficient 
oe for setting aside the act of the guardian as invalid, provided 
t at the time it was done, it appeared to be for the interest of 

the minor, and was done in good faith. Grover, J., held, that the 
conclusion of the High Court on special appeal was justified, but was 
willing to remand the case to the Tales below to find the fact, 
whether or no the relinquishment by the guardian was made in 
good faith for the interest of the minor. ' 
Martavranars Dorr v Krenar Nara Mooxsriea A. C. 


MITAKSHARA e ies aa . F.B. 


-— LAW, a re. ae App 
See Hispo ‘Wipow. . 
MOHAMMEDAN LAW, ess Taare means “A. O. 


See Hov Law. woes = 


See PRE-EMPTION, 


. 





Dower—Limitation—Succession.] j Among 


Mohammedans, deferred dower becomes payable on the dissolution- 





MOKURRARI ; 


“of the marriage, whether by divorce or by the death of either of 
the parties. ons ee : . 

According to Mohammedan law, whep ‘the heirs of a woman 
claim dower from her husband,.which was-mowajjal or deferred, and 
not due or payable till her death, their claim is a simple money claim 
founded solely on the contract made by the mera and a suit for 
such dower must be brought within three years of the wife's death. 
(Act XIV. of 1859, section 1, cl. 10.) . 

‘The husband is not a trustee for his wife in respect of her dower, 


. nor has the wife a lien-on her husband’s’property. `, 


Query as to the nature of the wife’s.claim for dower against the 
heirs of ber husband. , . 
Shazada Mahomed Faez v. Shahzadi Oomdah Begum com- 
mented on. ~ ` ie ee E A 
Mental derangement ig no impediment to succession under the 
Mohammedan law. : ia í 5 
Mir MAHAR Aut v. Amant tee fave we ALCL 


` —_—_—___-Pre-emption—Ishtehad.] Tt is necessary to 





“the enforcement of the right of pre-emption that all the pre- 
scribed formalities should be strictly complied with. To the cere- 
mony of Istehad, or Talab-Ish-had, it is essential that there should 
be an express invocation of witnesses. > 

Proxas Srna v. JOGESWAR fine... . ue wo ÀC. 


See EXHANCHMENT of RENT. - \ 


m TITLE. See Evipunca or —<. ` 


i 
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_MORTGAGE-—Taching.] The English law of tacking is not recognized 
in the Court of this country. ` 
- . Upaya Cuanpra Rana v. Baasanaul JANA «App. 46 


,INDEFINITENESSOF ` an 4. AG, 280 
See Paionrry or Lien. - ` 


LIEN—Decree.]} A executed in favour of B a simple 
. mortgage of certain property. He afterwards executed in favour of 
C a mortgage by bye-bil-wafa, or conditional sale, of the same pro- 
perty. O obtained a decree for foreclosure, and got possession there- 
_under. B then obtained n money-decree against A, and in execution 
seized and sold and became the purchaser of. the said property, . 
and was 2: into possession of it. On C suing B to recover pos- 
, session, B clamed to be entitled to hold the property by reason of 
the prior lien which he had under the simple mortgage. Held, that 
as B had only got a money decree nnd, no declaration of his rights 
as mortgagee, te could not set up a prior lien against O. g 
-  Kasronnissa Bost v. HURANNISSA BIBI ... .. App. 6 


MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGEE— Interest— Reg. XV. of 1798—. 
Accounts.) The principle that a party cannot both approbate and 
reprobate the same transaction, is applicable to Indian cases. 

Where a mortgage deed stipulates for interest at 9 per cent., 
but other and collateral deeds, forming part of the same transac- 
tion, provide for further profits to the mortgagee, held, that the 
mortagor cannot, unless there be a positive legil enactment to that 
effect, be heard to plead that the written engagement, thongh not 
extending to the whole profit stipulated, must be adheres to a8 
against, the mor e, though the mortgagor may go beyond it to 

: show the full pate: ihe prot and o BS be elle ved from the 
consequences of his actual contract. 
‘Interference with the rate of interest in India was a thing òf 
porne law, and cannot be extended beyond the provisions of the 
egwation (XV. of 1793). Section 9 of the Regulation does not 
declare that where an attempt. has been made to elude the usury 
laws, the contract is itself void, nor does it direct the return of the 
Pledge without redemption.. The mortgngee may retain his pledge 
until he has receiyed out of it his debt with interest at 12 per 
cent., the maximum allowed by section 10 of the Regulation. : 

In a suit for redemption, on the ground that the debt las’ been 
satisfied with interest, the onus is on the plaintiff. A mortgagee is 
not an assurer of tHe continuation of the same rate of profit as his 
mortgagor was able ‘to raise.. Hence an estimate of. the rental pre- 
ceding mortgagor's possession is not sufficient “proof of the profits 

j in his time. fe Be oe oe ress 

The nature of the accounts which a morténgor may call for from 
mortgagee, explained. The mortises need not ny attest 
the accounts, if he has:no personal knowledge of them. 

Presumptions against mortgagées for non-productions of accounts - ` 
must have peasoneble limits, and not be mere conjectures or based 
on in exact data. os RAES 

Sman MAKHANLAL v. BRIKRISHNA' Sine ... Sar” PoC. 44 


MOVEABLE PROPERTY —Jurisdicton of Small Cause Court— 
“Act XI. of 1865.] Huts.are not moveable property within the 
meaning of Act XI. of 1865. = 


: Risonawpra Boss v. DiaarmactanpRa-Boss vw ALC. 77 
MULTIFARIOUSNESS ° ae er aA App. 53 
Sea PLAIT, At y . 


A Ee. E ` 
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MULTIFARIOUSNESS—Procedure.] A suit against five defendants, 
including -claims of the most miscellaneous character against each 
defendant, was dismissed by the firat Court, on the ground of mul- 
tifuriousness. The Subordinate Judge, on appeal, feld, that plain- 
tiff was in any case entitled to a decision on one of bis claims; and 
further held that the suit was not multifarious. Held, on special 
appeal, that the Court could not select one claim on which to pro- 
ceed, when plaintiff insisted on pressing alL 
Held, *further, that the plaint was multifarious; and though it 
would not be permissible for defendant to take that objection for 
the first time after the case had been fully gone into on the merits, 
yet, as the objection had been taken originally, the suit was properly 
dismissed by the first Court. 
Monsu: Maninuppin Aumep v. Banoo Ram Cano A. U. 341 


MUTINY ACT—(30 § 31 Vict., c. 18), ss. 2 & 99. 





NASIRUDDIN v. KHODABAKSH m B.N. vii 
š (30 & 31 Vict, c: 18), 8. 99. P 
Hossein v. DICKENSON ... ite sos . 8N. i 
NATIVE STATE IN ALLIANCE, eo o an ao AO 73 
See COMMISSION. . 
NAVIGATION. See OsstTRUCTING ——. 
NEGLEOT via oa . App. 40 
See CERTIFICATE Tax, 
NEIGHBOURING LAND, INJURY TO asi as App. 58 
See Warer Rients. 
NEW GROUND oe sas ri sins aw ALO, 265 
See KABULIAT, z 
ove aoe . App. 89 
See SPECIAL APPHAL. - 
NEW ISSUES ies a a2 Ss abu App. 15 
‘ A See SPECIAL ÀPPBAL. 
NON-ACCEPTANCE... it ‘we oa w OC. 154 
See CONTRACT, 
NOTICE OF FORECLOSURE. A 
. Mounsm Bazuue Ramm v. ABDULLA ...0 m 8S. N. Y 
OBJEOTION App. 42 


See J UBISDIOTION. 


ae site Se iei sis A. C. 254 
See LIMITATION. š 


OBSTRUCTING NAVIGATION —Act V. (B. C.) of 1864] To 
render n person liable under section 16, Act V. (B. C.) of 1864, for 
obstructing the line of navigation of a Government canal, it must be 
shown that he wilfully obstructed the navigation. 

Tur Queen v, Kani Mansi on we “A. Cr. 28 


———— A ROAD—Act XXV. of 1861, 8. 320.] Where A 

complained merely to the Magistrate that a certain road had been - 

obstructed by B and others, eld, that the Magistrate was not 

bound to enquire into the matter under section 320 of Act XXY. 

of 1861. : 

‘Tus Queres v. RAssuUL NUsHY ... s wo App 9 
e 





we 
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OCCUPANCY, RIGHT OF —Determination of Tenancy.) In a suit by 
a lessee to oust the tenant in possession, held, that the tenancy 
must be shewn to have been legally determined by notice to quit, 
demand of possession, or otherwise. 

W. Frrzparerox v. Q. WALLACE Ss w ALC. 


o m ee Transferable Tenure. A transfer of « 
mere right of occupancy gives no title to the transferee against 
the zemindar. : 

Rant Durea Sunpart v. Barnpapan CHANDRA SirKan 


CHOWDHRY aes tee i .*® App. 

ONUS wis sas oe See w PRG 
See CONTRACT oF Saiz. 

ONUS PROBANDI ... sae ‘ite ssi . ERB 


See CLAIM. o 


———_——-Boné fide Sale.| In execution of a decree, the 
judgment-debtor's right, title, and interest in a certain property 
was attached. The plaintiff thereupon preferred a claim under 
conveyances from the judgment-debtor; but it was rejected, and 
the property was sold. The judgment~creditor purchased. the 
same at the auction, and sold it tothe defendant, who ousted the 
plaintiff, who thereupon sued“to recover possession under his 
conveyances. 

Heid, that the onus was not entirely upon the plaintiff to prove 
bond fides of the sale ; but that the evidence adduced by the defend- 
ant be examined also. 

Semar: Dent v. Mapan Monan Sine ... we A.C. 


— ——— Lahhiray— Enhancement of Rent.) > The snit was 
for enhancement of rent. The defendant set up that certain plots 
of Jand, rent of which was sought to be euhanced, were lakhiraj, 
and therefore not liable to pay rent, A 

Held, that the onus was not upon the defendant to prove tho 
land was lakhiraj, but upon the plaintiff to prove that the land 
was mål, or rent-paying. 

Semble.—The Courts are accustomed to require some prima facie 
evidence from defendants raising such defence, that they hold some 
lakhiraj lands. 

Sripuar Nanpi v. Brasa Nars Kunpvu Caowpnrr A. C. 





Possesnon—Title.] Ina suit to recover posses- 
sion of certain „property, on proof that the plaintiff had been 
dispossessed by a benamtdar, in whose favor a conveyance had 
been executed by the plaintiff's father, held, that the presumption 
arising from the defendant's recent and unexplained possession 
being rebutted by the plaintiff's prior, continuous, and peaceful 
possession, the defendant must shew affirmatively that his title was 
a valid one, and could not raise the defence, that the plaintiff was 
prevented from showing it to be invalid. 

Mangsa Cusgpra BANDOPADHYA v. S. M. Barapa Desr A. O. 





ORDER AND DISPOSITION ae 2% sae, “OVS 
See Satz or Goons. 
OWNERSHIP ee sis se ie wie App. 


See Evrpexcr. 


PARTICULAR SHIP, GOODS BY A 
Mapxnusupan Kunpv v. BIMABILAL nie 50.0 SONG 
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91 
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211 


> 


274 
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e {v is x : p a 
PARTIES ... © ` o Fu at >t App. 
Ss ea i ~ See Bonn, F 3 ee Bet 
Do ait aeo arte aes. ae SAG. 


` 


; ; See Prmapine. a ™ cot, fs 
f PARTITION. See Costs or —. ` 


ye- Regulation XIX. of 1814— Civil Suit.] Where a'par- 
tition of an estate, under Regulation XIX. of 1814, has been carried 
. out and ed by the Revenue authorities, it seems that one 
share-hdlder cannot maintain a suit in the Civil Court to have it 
. declared that he is entitled to a share larger than he claimed in the 


` partition proceedings. 
Ranganaya Sine v. Syup Mozmar ALI „> = App. 
PARTY Aa oh i ei tae. 
See Exrcurton. . est : 
PATTA ze sx ‘a tae a Menniee wo AG 
See KABULIAT. LSA ' 
PAUPER SUITS __... iby Jee ees a” ADR 


See LIMITATION. 


« 


PAYMENT—Kisthandi—Limitation— Act VELL. of: 1859, s. 206.) A 


judgment-creditor is entitled to prove payments made according to ` 


the terms of a kistbandi for the purpose of cen: A „his right. 
to sue out execution under the kistbandi was not barred by limi- 
tation, 

Query, whether part payments under a decree may not be 
proved, although they have not been’ made through the Court, or 
certified to the Court, under section 206 of Act SVIIT. of 1859. 





Buupaneswart Degi v. Denonara Sanpyan |. AC 
PAYMENTS OUT OF COURT as hs «App. 
See EXECUTION. 
PENAL CODE, as. 5, 29, ann 463 sa s w. A. Cr. 
See Fonauny. 
-—, 8. 186 A . EB. 
‘+ See REGISTRATION oF Cryin ‘Process. 
88.191 & 192—Palse Evidence— Verification— Act XT. 


of 1865, s. 21 (Mofussed Small Cause Courts Ach. A made an 

application for a new trial under section 20 of Act of 1865. He 

a ed a memorandum of his grounds verified as a plaint, and herein 

knowingly made a false statement. . Held, (Grover, J., dissenting ) 

that he had not thereby committed an offence under section 191 or 
192 of the Penal Code. i 

In re Hanan MANDAL ... isa ais we AL On, 


c 8, 206. 
Gaus CHANDRA CrurerBuTTY v. Kuisuxa Monan 
Sine ke ioe se ay . BN. 


PERPETUITY ake ie eee aes ae OV; 
See Hixou Witt. s 


PLAINT—Aet VIII. of 1859, s. 246—Claim— Declaratory Decree.] 
An Appellate Court is competent at an 7 stage to allow objections to 
be taken to an apparent defect in the pla aint, 


320 
46 


12 


21 


iv 


11 
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Held, that a party against whom an order has been obtained under i 
section 246, Act VULI: of 1859, must, if he sue for its reversal, assert . ; 
substantially the same right as that which has been contended for, > 
in`tho execution. a es 
Heid, by Jackson, J., that in a suit for declaration of title, defend- 
ants ‘must have given a cause of action by impugning it ante- 
cedently to plaint filed, even though their written statement be, 


hostile. ~ , . : =.) 
Corvin Cowm ann ‘Co. v Mes. Barpaza Owen Jutta . 
. Krys ` a y wn, at ar Ae Oo 212 


PLAINT— Cause of Action—Multifariousness.] When a plaint disclose 
different causes of action against different parties, it 1s bad in law, ` 
and the suit is not maintainable. 

Rant Sarar Sunparr Desi v, SURJA KANT ÅCHARJI “+ 
GuowpHey ... " TA 5 w+ App. 53 


PLEADING =Parties— Practice—Costs} Each of two share-holders af 
in a-tnlook sued separately for his share òf the rent due from a 
tenant who held under one kabuliat. 

Held, that when both the share-holders were before the Court, 
though in different suits, the suits were maintainable, but that no 
more.costs were to be awarded to the plaintiffs than if they had sued 


af i 


yarı Monan Swa v. Mieza Gazt #33 we ALC. 3377 
Ye GUILTY Suna ae sie . EB 23 
See Camunar’ Procepurs Cops, ss, 362 anv 363. 

PLEAS NOT TAKEN BELOW i sé m PO 64 
See Fact. : 
POLICE ENQUIRY. .- ` 
In Ra Foxtu Suan bee oe aes œ| S&N vi 
POSSESSION ive ; A. ©. 178, 207, 274, 313 


See LIMITATION, See Lesson anp Lesser. See Onus 
Prosanpt. See ADOPTION. 


—— s ia aoe ie .. App. 30; 36 
See Iivipencs. See Res- JUDICATA. 





ies eas is w A. Cr., 16 
See Riaur or Privats Dsrexce. 


—— Certificate—Act XXVII. of 1860—Criminal Procedure 
Code, 8. 318.] A and B had a dispute about possession of a certain 
muth. . A was declared by the Magistrate, under section 318 of 
Criminal Procedure Code, to be in possession. Subsequently, B got 
a certificate under Act XXVII of 1860, and applied to the 
Magistrate for possession, which was given to bim. 

ald, that the Magistrate's order giving possession to B was 
irregular, and must be set asde. 

Masant Daannas Gigt Goswamr v Beirat Grier 

Goswamt — . ose ace we A. Cr 27 


— Limitation.] In a suit for possession of certain lands 
purchased by plaintiff ata sala in execution of a decree of the 
Sudder Amecen’s Court, the lower Court held that “possession by 
proclamation of sale, through the Sudder Ameen’s Court, was pos- 
session through the Court,” and that the suit being brought within 
12 years of that proclamation was in time. Held, on appeal, that 
such imaginary possession was no possessjon at all, and that the 
suit was barred by limitation. . 

Monet Jowrr Avi v. Ramcnanp Me se App. 29 
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POSSESSION— 7itle—Act IV. af 1840—Jathar.] A originally owned 
two zemindaries between which lay a Bil or marsh, of which he 
also owned the’ fisheries. One of the zemindaries was sold, and 
purchased by B, but the Bil fisheries still continued with the remain~ 
ing zemindari held By A. After the sale, certain lands reclaimed 

. from the Bil were for some years_held by B as part of his purchased 
zemindari. A instituted a summary suit under Act IV. of 1840, 
and was by an order of the Magistrate put in possession of these 

~ lands. B brought a regular suit against A to recover the lands, 
and to set aside this order. Held, (reversing the decisions of the 


~ Courts below) thatit was necessary for B to show a better, title to 


the land than A could produce. It was not enough for him to 

prove possession anterior to the Magistrate's order under Act IV. 

of 1840. The presumption was that the Bil belonged to A, who 

had admittedly owned to the estates before, and had retained the 

fisheries of the Bil after the auction sale. B oughtto have shown 

* when and how, if at all, the right to the fisheries and the right to the 
suit were severed. 


Basapaxant Roy v. Coawpra Kumar Roy gaer RO: 
POSSESSORY DEOREE Ae sc Ne Jia 7A OS 
See Mesne PROFITS. š . 
PRACTICE ... ae ave sé w = AJC, 
See Pruaprve. : 
PRE-EMPTION cee ets ise iva we A.O. 


See Monannepan Law. ` 





AMONG HINDUS—Vicinage.] There is no judi- 
cial finding to the effect that the custom of pre-emption is recog- 


~ nized among the Hindus of the Provinee of Behar. 


It is doubtful whether even, under Mohammedan law, the 
owners of the two adjacent Iakhiraj estates, wholly unconnected 
with one another, could either of them claim a right of pre-emption 
on the the ground of vicinage. No such right of pre-emption on 
the und of mere vicinage has been known to exist among 
Hindus. 

Kant Ram v. Warr Sanu oe tow OAL 


Vicinage—Mohammedan Law.] The right of pre- 
emption on the ground of vicinage is limited to parcela of land and 
houses, and does not extend to the purchase of an entire estate, 
even though it. be entirely surrounded by the lands of the would- 
be pre-emptor. 

AEDUL Azim v. Knonpxar HAMED Aur ... aw ALO, 


PRESCRIPTION—Evidence—Ancient Right.] No fixed period has 
. been laid down within which a right by prescription may be gained 

in this country. The evidence must be such as to justify the Court 

in inferring the existence of a valid ancient right, fying regard to 

. the nature of that right and the circumstance under which it has 


been exercised. 
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Krusa Monan Mooxenszs v. JagaNNATH Ror Juar A. ©. 323 


PRESUMPTION OF DEATH ay bee .. A, ©. 134, 137 


See Hixpu Law. 


PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—Liabiluty of Banran—Cusiom.] There 
is a presumption in Calcutta that where a vendor of goods deals 
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Pago 
with a banian of an European firm, qué banian, he can only look 
to the banian for the price. 
Palram and Bydonauih v. Parlram and Grant Smith & Co. 
v. Jugo Bundu Shaw followed. 
Saxize FAIZULLA v. RAMKAMAL Mirrer ... ow OO 7 


PRINCIPAL DECEASED—Surety—Ezecution.] A-decree was ob- 
tained against a surety only, the principal debtor being dead, and 
his property having been attached as of an intestate, and procla- 
mation made. eld, that the property could not be taken in 
execution of the decree against the surety. 


a KALI CHARAN v. SRIRAM z uc . AO, 192 


PRIORITY OF LIEN—Jndefiniteness of Morigage.] The plaintiff 
had lent money to a Court Ameen, who mortgaged as security for 
the repayment of the amount certain fees due to him then in 
deposit, and certain fees which might thereafter be deposited on his 
account. Those fees were subsequently attached by the defendant 
who had obtained a decree for rent against the Ameen. After that 
the plaintiff obtained a simple money-decree against the Ameen, ond 
applied in execution ofshis decree to have the fees paid out to 
hin, but his application was refused on the ground of the defendant's 
attachment. ta a suit to recover the sums in deposit and to have 
it deolared that the plaintiff's lien on them was prior to that of the 
defendant, held, that the plaintiff's mo gave him priority, and 
that he was-not barred from bringing the present suit by his 
having already sued to recover the amount,@nd obtained a mere 


money~-decree. 
Lara Tinaxpuant Lar v. James Furnone .. AG, 280 
PRIVATE ALIENATION... Per ave Yel F.B. 49 


6e ATTACHMENT. 
DEFENCE. See Ricurt or 5 
PRIVY COUNCIL APPEAL. See Arprar. 


———— Review.) Where an application for 
review was rejected, and no appeal to the Privy Council was filed 
against the order of rejection, papers filed with the application for 
review will not be forwarded with the record to the Privy Council 
on the appeal of the case. 

Faxrruppin Monasmap Asan CHowDHRY v. Nasomunissa 





OHOWDHRAIN ae i ita we = ALO. 264 
PROBATE ae aes O. C. 1 

f See Hinpv ExeCUTOR. 
PROCEDURE wes se be wee vw BN. ii 
Basn v. MAKROO ae bed oie ws 8.N. xv 


‘as cae By ae A.C. 108, ` 341 
See MULTIFARIOUSNESS. See ATTACHMENT OF SALARIES 
or RAILWAY BERVANTS. i 


—— ae ax se Sa Jes App. I8 
See Exxourion. 
PROCEEDS OF SALE eae ave zi a A.C. 100 


See ATTACHMENT. 
s 
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PROMISSORY NÒTE—Interesi—Siamp Act X. of 1862, 8. 22] A 
promissory note is sufliciently stamped, if the stump covers the 
principal sum named in the note, without reference to the interest. 


Gongs v. Youne soa vas dos aay 0. C. 
PURCHASE <3 A.C. 
; See LIMITATION. 7 
AT EXECUTION SALE na aes P.C. 
See LIMITATION. ‘ 
——___—- MONEY `> . Seu be si. AsO, 


See SETTING ASIDE BALE. 


-————— OF DECREE HELD BY JUDGMENT-DEBTOR IN 
EXECUTION—Act VIII. of 1859, 8. 288.] A obtained a decree 
in the Nuddea Court against B, who had obtained a decree against 
C in the Beerbhoom Court. The latter was attached’ by the ' 
Nuddea Court, and sold to A in execution of his decree. -A then 
petitioned the Beerbhoom Court for execption, against O. Held, 
that the Nuddea Court had jurisdiction to attach and sell B's: 
decree against C, and A had a right to “apply to the Beerbhoom 
Court for execution thereof. - 
` Ranmagsa CHetianel v. Magarasa Banwari Gorin Bana- 
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155 


65 


140 


28 


DUR a aes Caas i dies A.C. 
RAILWAY SERVANTS. See ATTACHMENT oF ALARIES oF ——, 
RATIFICATION se ewe ee ee 0G, 

See. TRESPASS. E 
RECOGNIZANCE TO KEEP PEACE ; .. > App. i 


See CrimInaL Procenura Cops, 8. 283. 
nro __— Jurisdiction Criminal Proce 
dure Code, 3. 293.] A executes in district T a recognizance to ‘ 
~ kecp the peace towards B. A was afterwards convicted in district 
S of having assaulted B in that district. Held, A had forfeited 
his recoun anae and the Magistrate in district T could proceed 








against- under section-293 of the Criminal Procedure Code. 
Tus Quean v. Suam BÒNDAR CHOWDHBY .., ow ALCr 11 
REFUND OF PURCHASE-MONEY ... a . AC. 82 
See SETTING ABIDB BALE. 
REFUSAL TO REGISTER... ia 2, r% A.C. 106 
See Act XX. oF 1866, ss. 82 To 84. 2 
REGISTRATION... szi Shue ae .. A. C. 75, 106 
See LHASE AT AN ANNUAL Rent. See Acr XX. or 1866, ` 
8s. 82 To 84. 
ss O. O. 151 
See Bonn. 
ACT aka are we AL Cr 25 
See Farse Pensonarion. 
eae eee Deeds of Gift—Act XX. of 1866, 83.17 § 18.] All 
instruments of gift of immoveable property must be registered 
whatever be the value of the property. . 
Ptérona Korra v. Murtra Koxita i „App. 46 


` 
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. 


REGISTRY OF TRANSFER— Acknowledgment of Tenancy.] The 
mere deposit of rent in the Collector's Office by the purchaser of an 
under-tenure in his own name ond that of the registered tenant is 
not suficient notice to the zemindar of such p ase; nor is the 
mere acceptance by the zemindar of rent so paid an acknowledg- 
ment on his part of the purchaser as his under-tenant, but it is 
otherwise when there is acceptance with notice notwithstanding 7 
the transfer had not been registered. 
MIRTYUNJAYA' Siexaz V. GOPAL CHANDRA Siexan .., A.C. 181 


Pago 


REGU ON E ys 8. a5: a wie .. A.C. 188 
See CONTENPT or Court. 
VII, s. 61 O a wwe PG 88 
See BALE FOR ARREARS or REVENUE. 
i eea N V, iá P.O 44 
. See Monreaaor AND “Montoacns. ° 


———___—~——, 88. 8. & SD] Regulation XV. of 
1793, sections 8 pnd. 9, forbid’ the maintenance of t any suit arising- 
out of an usurious transaction. ' i 
Tuomas A. Wise v. e Bose .. PLC. 69 





—— XLIV, Soho a aT w PO 28 
Se Bare FOR ARREARS OF Revence. 
Wi. BE a a AB 1 


. See Costs or PARTITION. - F 


e ee ni ds a App. 40 
, « See PARTITION. ° g : 


` aie ESR TIE, 18 fas ask wan POD. 33 
. “ See SÒNDERBONE BouNDARY. eee y 
REHEARING., i ‘ae m PO 60 
See APPEAL TO tH6-Patvy COUNCIL. 
RELINQUISHMENT OF JOTE AS .-- A.C. 126 
: Sea Minor. .. q A 
REMAND. 


Mangsa Cuanpra Das v. Mannan CHANDRA Sırxar 8. N. xiv 


REMARRIAGE: OF HINDU WIDOW—Act XV. of 1856, as. 2, 3, 5 

` —Inheritance.] A Hinda died leaving a widow and minor son and i 
daughter., e widow remarried r her husband’s estate had . 
-vested in her son. The son subsequently died ; and his step-brother 
took possession of the property. The widow then brought a suit 
against the step-brother for possession. 

Held, that the suit was maintainable, and that she could properly 

succeed as heir to her son, Hobie her second mee . 





Axora Sur v. Borzanr , A.C. 199 
RENT. See ENHANCRMENT oF —. . i 
an ane ia sae eon wae. aw ALC. 21L 
See Onus Propanvti. 
ans i a ag are wee ow Ai Cr 17 
See Tors, i % 
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oe Page 
RESIDING | ess ie ww. ALO. 246 
See Lunatic. . 
RESISTANCE OF CRIMINAL PROUESS—Penal Code, s. 186—Ju- 
risdiction of Criminal Courts— Criminal Procedure Code.) The 
` resistance of S ahaa of a Civil Court is punishable, ander the Code 
of Criminal Procedure, by a Court of Oriminal Jurisdiction. - 
~ Tuer Quan v. Buaaar DAFADAB ... Se - FB 21 
RES-JUDIOATA. __... et nee PE, 1 


See Revenu Covrrs. 


Basoo Gaunt Barsnara Prasap v, Bunau Rixa 3... R.N. xvi 


— Cause of Action—Act VIT. of 1859, 8.2.) A 
sued B to recover possession of certain land, claiming it as part of 

her talook. „In s former suit A had sued B torecover possession of 

the game Iftnd, claiming it as towfir (or excess), and her suit: had been 
dismissed. Held, that A’s present suit was barred under section 2 of 

Act VOL of 1869. á 

Umarara ` Den v. Krrsananamma Dasr we A. ©. 102 


Continuing Contraci—Estoppel—Damages.] A, 
on: the ist February 1868, entered into a contract with B to sapply 
him with straw for 12 months: “ The supplies to be sent as ordered 
daily.” On the 12th March, B brought an action in the Small Cause 
Gourt against A “ for dam sustained by the plaintiff by reason 
of A’s having failed to SAPI eae as agreed upon.” The Judge 
decided the questions in issue, namely of the factum of the contract 
and the authority of the person who executed it in A's behalf, in 
favor of B, and gre him a decree. On the 21st April a second guit 
was brought by B against A on the same contract. The claim was 
“ for damages sustained by the plaintiff by reason of A’s having failed 
to i i as agreed, from the 20th February to the 17th 
April. t suit was dismissed, the Judge holding that the 
matter was res-adjudicata, as he considered that the contract was 
an entire one, and that B had shewn by suing on it for general 

e8, that he treated it as such, and hid elected to rescindit. On 
the 9th of May a rule nisi was ted for a new trial, ond on the 
16th May the rule was made absolute. On 12th June, at the new 
trial, a decree was made in favor of B for so much of the damages 
claimed as had been sustained subsequently to the date of the 
decree of 26th March. In an action brought by B onthe same 
contract for damages sustained between April 17th and 16th June 
by reason of A having fuiled to supply straw according to the terms 
of the same contract, A denied that there had been any such con- 

“tract, and farther pleaded that the matter of the contract, if there 
had been,one, had already been adjudicated upon. On reference 
from the Small Cause Court, held, that the fining of the Judge 
upon the contract in the action brought on 12th March was conclu- 
sive between the parties, and that A’s plea of res-adjudicata was 
not well founded. 

Coox & Co. v. Japas ÜHANDRÀ Nanpr.., w 0.0. 48 


Possession—Act VIII. of, 1859, s. 2—Act X. of 
1859, 3. 25.] The defendant had obtained an order under section 28 
Act, X. of 1859, to eject the plaintiff who now sued in the Civil 
Court for recovery of possession. Held, that section 2, Act VIII. 
of 1859, does not bar the suit. 

ÅMANAT ALI Coowpury v, Museen ALI... va App. 36 
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RESUMPTION Boar E jg. In w AC 
See QHATWALI TENURE. 


REVENUE OOURTS—Jurisdiciion-- Evidence—Res-judicata.] A 
died, leaving four sons, B, O, D, and E, by a wife decensed; and a 


widow, K, and three other sons, F, G, and H, by her.” K brought a ° 


. suit against B, O, D, and E and againsther three sons, F, G, and H, 
to establish her title to a certain talook which she alléged had been 
conveyed to her by A, under a deed of gift. B, O, D, and E set 
up a prior deed of partition, whereby the property of the deceased, 
including this tela, was divided between all his sons in the pro- 

ortion of 10 annas to B, O, D and Ẹ, and 6 annas to F, Q, md H. 
be High Court, on appeal; held that the deed of partition was 
Kenane and rendered the subsequent deed of gift inoperative. 
rwards B, O, D, and E instituted a suit in the Collector's 
Court, for arrears of rent in respect of another talook, also included 
in the deed of partitidn, against the ryote, and F, G, and H. The 
i admitted that they held at the rent claimed, but stated that 
ey had not paid their rent on account of a dispute between the 
brothers as to the shares in which they were entitled to the same. 
F, G, and H. raised the defence that this suit could not be main- 
tained in the Collector's Court; a suit in the Civil Court should be 
brought for the determination of their shares; and the decision in 
the prior suit was no evidence against them. Held, the question 
was really one of title between the brothers, and such suit could 
not be maintained in the Revenue Courts: ý 


Girisi Caanpra Ror Cuowpuery v. RascHanpra Ror r 
CrowpHRy ote A hea ow AO 
REVERSIONERS _... te vi ive .. App. 
See Hixpv Wipow. - 
REVIEW... re ‘es a ss A. O. 181, 
See Surrnrnraxpence. See Parvy COUNCIL ÅÀPPEAL. 
REVIVAL OF SUIT ... ies zia si .. = App. 


See SUPERINTENDENCE. 
RIGHT. See INTRINGMENT or ——. z 
——-_ OF OCCUPANCY. See Occupancy. 
PRIVATE DEFENCE.] A party in possession of land 


is legally entitled to defend his possession against another part 
eak eject him by force. a 


Queen v. Turst Sina ... “es si we À. Cr. 


- TO SUE. See COMMENCEMENT oF ; 
SALARIES, See ATTACHMENT OF ——. 








SALE. See Serrina Asipa ——~. 


SALE AFTER ATTACHMENT—Caveat Emptor—Fraud.] T sold 
amauza, of which he was owner, to Z. At the time of sale the mauza 
was under attachment in exeoution of a decree obtained against 
T by R. Z paid the amount of that decree to prevent the property 
which she had purchased being sold in execution. Z was under no 
obligation to pay the amount of the decree. Held, Z was entitled 
to recover against T the amount so prid. 

Mossr. Zanunan v, W. TAYLER .., fe w ALG, 


s 
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SALE FOR ARREARS OF REV ENUB—Enhancement—Reg. XLIV. 


~ 


of 1793, s. 5—Reg. VIII. of 1793; s. 61.] Where, by qn old 
patta, lands forming part of a zemindari had been leased at's 
specified rent, but there were no words in the patta importing the 


Page 


hereditary and, istemrari character‘ of the tenure, held that the ° 


absence of such words was Sb hana by evidence of long and uninter- 
rupted enjoyment, and of the descent of tenure from father to son, 
whence that hereditary and istemrari, character might be legally 
presumed. , 

The zemindari was sold for arrears of Government revenue under 
Regulation XL óf 1822. The purchaser's representives sued to 
enhance the rent of the under-tenure. Held, that they had no right 
toenhance.- The rights of the purchaser were defined by ‘ss. 80 and 
33 of Regulation XI. of 1822, which were repealed by Act XII. 
of 1841, and that Act, with the exception of the Ist and 2nd sections, 
was again repenled by Act I. of 1845. “Neither of the two last men- 
tioned Statutes contains any saving of neue acquired under the 
Statutes which it repealed, but expressly limited the enlarged 
powers which it gave to purchasers at: sales for revenue arrears to 


“purchasers at future aales. 


~. A sale for arrears of revenue cannot of itself merely, and with- 

out any act, proceeding, or demonstration of will on the part of the 

purchaser, alter the character of an under-tenure. - 
Semble.—Section 5, Regulation XLIV. of 1798, is now of no force 


~ for any purpose, but that of declaring the general principles upon 


which all the subsequent legislation has proceeded, viz., that of 
putting a purchaser at sale for arrears of revenue in the position 


‘ of a party with whom the perpetual settlement of the estate was 


made. W-here an under-tenure existed at the time of the decennial ‘ 


settlement, the only right which the zemindar could exercise over - 


it was-that conferred by section 61 of Regulation VIII. of 1793. 

A suit for enhancement implies such a privity of title or tenure 
existing between the parties, that a claim to some rent is legally in- 
ferable from it. g £ 

The decision in the case:of- Ranee Surnomoyee v. Maharaja 
Şutiees Chunder Roy Bahadoor commented on, explained, and 
reiterated. ne y 

. Raga BATYASARAN Guosan v, Mangan Caanpra Mirrer. P. C. 


SALE OF GOODS— Specific Approprighon—Insolvent Act— Order and 


Disposttrion— Equitable eri ane In 1862, thé plaintiff's former 
firm of J..8. B. and B, of Manchester, entered into an agreement 
with §. and Co., of London, and B. and Co, of Calcutta, to pur- 
chase and ship, on the joint account of the three firms, certain 
goods to B. and Co., each firm taking one-third share of the profit 
or logs in the transaction; and by the agreement, it was stipulated 
as follows : N g 

“J. 8. B. and B. to draw at six. months on S. and Co., for cost of 


“a goods, including packing charges; said bills to be discounted (and 


omiciled) at Overend, Gurney and Co.'s, at 1} per cent. in excess 
“of Bank minimum rate. B. and Oo, to remit their three months’ or 
“ six months’ drafts as may appear most desirable on S. and Co, in 
“favor of J. 8. B. and B., which Overend, Gurney and Co. agree to 
<“ take at 14 above Bank minimum rate for three months and 14 per . 
“cent, for six months, as provision for said. six months’ drafts. B. and - 
“ Co., on sale of goods, to specially remit proceeds to Overend, Gur- 
“ney and Co., in first class bills drawn in favor of Overend, Gurney, 
“and Co. Overend, Gurney and Co. agree to give up B. and Co.'s 
“drafts on 8. and Co., on receipt of the snid remittances under re~ 


+ 


? 


23 
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“bate. In the event of S. and Co. being brought under cash advances, 


“J.S. B. and B. e to find cash to the extent of one-third the: 


“amount.” In 1863, J. S. B., one of the members of the firm of 
J. 8. B. and B., retired from the firm, which was carried on under 
‘ the name of T. B. and Bro., and the agreement of 1862 was con- 
tinued by that firm with the two other firms of 8. and Co. and B. 
and Co. Under it certain goods were, in September, October, and 
November 1866, parcha by the plaintif and shipped-to B. and 
Co., ‘on ‘triplicate account, and bills were drawn by the plaintiff on 
S. and Co., as agreed, and were deposited with A. C. and Co., not 
with O. G. and Co. On the 2nd of January 1867; in consideration 
~ of the plaintiff taking on himself all. the risk attaching to the said 
goods, S. and’Co. and B. and Co. ‘transferred all their right, title, 
and interest in the sald goods to the plaintiff. This agreement was 
signed on behalf of B. and Co. by L. B. in his own name, one of 
the members of the firm then in London, who stated that he had 
the authority of his partners for so doing. On this agreement being 
made, B. and Co., by the direction of the plaintiff, handed over the 
goods and documents relating thereto to B. B. and Co., of Caleutta, 
on the 16th January 1867. B.and Co. stopped payment on the 27th 
December 1866, and J: H. R. the only partner of that firm ther 
in Caleutta, filed his petition in the Insolvent Court there on the 
7th February 1867. L. B. filed his petition in the said Court on the 
18th May 1867. 8. and Co. stopped payment in December 1866. 
Qn the 16th’ March 1867, an order of the Insolvent Court was made 
in the matter of the ganan of J. H. R., and in pursuance of this 
Sn B. B. and Co. delivered to the defendant, as official assignee 
nnd assignee of the estate, of the said J. H. R., the unsold goo in 
their hands, which had been transferred to them by B. and Go., and 
the net proceeds of those which they had sold. 

Held 7 Norman, J.—That the agreement of January 2nd was 
fraudulent and void against the creditors of B. and Co. under 13 
Eliz., ¢. 5, if not void under section 24 of the Indian Insolvent Act. 

_ On appeal, keld by Pzacocx, 0. J.—That the goods were sent to 
B. and Co., on a special trust, and there was a specific appropriation 
of thé proceeds binding in the case either of insolvency or bankrupt- 
cy; that the agreement of January 2nd was valid and binding on 
the assignee of B. and Co., that by it the property in the goods 
passed to T. B. and Bro., but if it did not, the proceeds were specifi- 
cally appropriated to taking up the bills of B. and Co. on S. and Co., 
and until they were paid, B. and Co. had no interest in the goods 
which could justify their assignee in stopping the remittance of the 
proceeds, or of taking the property out of the possession of B. B, 
and Co. ; that the plaintiff was entitled to the proceeds with interest 
from the tiuie the proceeds and goods were handed over to the 
assignee; and that the goods were not in the order aud disposition 
of J. H. R., at the time of his filing his petition within section 23 
of the Indian Insolvent Act: + ~ . , 

Held by Mazxny, J.—Hnch of the two firms and Barlow were in 
the out-set part owners of these goods, and each became liable to 
the others to contribute his share towards the cost price thereof. 
In November 1866, there ceased to be a binding agreement to remit 
the proceeds to O. G. and Co., and no new agreement was substi- 
tuted. The “agreement of 2nd J anuary did not renew the right to 
have the’proceeds remitted for special appropriation, and it was 
* moreover a fraudulent preference and void, so far as B. and Co. 
were concerned. On 16th January, when the goods were transferred 
to plaintiff, he was merely a creditor, and, therefore, a transfer for 
his benefit, within two months of filing petition of insolvency, was 
void ander section 24 of the Insolvent Act. 
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Held by Paacoox, C. J., and Manxpy, J.—That an order, under 
section 26 of the Indian Insolvent Act, does not prevent the owner 
of the property, which is the subject of the order, from suing the 
» assignee to establish his right to it 7 
Bartow v CocuBann- ... sia) PW) cabs m 0... 86 
SALE PROOBEDS no 1. Po ome œ A.O. 100 
3 See ATTACHMENT. o i 
SECONDARY EVIDENCE o m o an a A.O BIS 
` See ÑPROIAL APPEAL. . "ye 


SECURITY TO KEEP PHACE—Criminal Procedure Code, s. 282.) *. ->° 


Before making an absolute order directing a person fo enter into a 
bond to keep the peace, the Magistrate must take the evidence on 
which he bases the order in the pr&sénce of the accused or his 
agent. Per Locs, J. (Guovur, J., dissentiénte). . 


p Maenan Mina.v. Onanman TELI.’ ... w ALCr. 7 
SEPARATELY NUMBERED ESTATES wets oo ALC 889 
5 See NETTLEMBNT. P - 
SERVICE IN FOREIGN TERRITORIES s e A.C. .59, 
i See Acr VII. or 1859, ss. 60 ann 66. 
OF IDOL .... AT a ia w. P.O. 79 
- See Compronasn, DERD OF. N g 
-w OF SUMMONS BY POST ... © ; a A.C 59 


a 


See Acr VOI'or 1859, 83. 60 AND 66. E 


SET-OFF—Act VIII. of 1859, s. 121.] A, by deed of zuripeshgi, 
let certain lands to B to secure a sum. advanced by him to her, and 
interest thereon. B covenanted to pay certain dues annually to 
A. -On failure by B, A obtained n decree againn him for the amount. 
' In execution of a decree against B, O purchased his interest 
in the sum sored by the deed of zuripeshgi, and sued A to re- 
cover the same. eld, A was entitled in such suit to set off the ~ 
amount of the decree obtained by her against B. 


‘Buaewan Konwar ‘o> Lana BBAJANATH Pragap... A.C. 84 


——---——-Decrees—Special Appeal] A ond B having. obtained a 
decree for a sum of money against C and‘D, sold part of their 
- interest therein to E, who afterwards sold the same to F. G ob- 
_ tained a decree against F, and in execution attached and sold F's 
interest in the decree obtained by A and B, and H became the. 
purchaser of the same. H applied for execution against C and Re 
A claimed to have set off the amount of a decree obtained by his: 
sou I against G, and which C alleged was held by I benami for him 
ns a cross-decree within the meaning of: section209 of Act VILE 
G of 1859. Held, the decrees could not be set-off. Also held, that a 
special appeal lies from a regular appeal heard ex parte. ; 


Tara Cuanp Guoss v. Ananp Cuanpgs Cuowpnry A. C. +110 ` 


SETTING ASIDE SALE—Refund of Purchase-Money—Act VIZ. of 
1859, s. 258.] Section 258, Act VIIE- of 1859, only applies to © 
cases where a sale of immoveable property has been set aside 
under circumstances which would, under Act VILL. of 1869 
authorize such a proceeding. The fact that the party whose right, - 
title, and interest were sold had no interest at all, or less than was 
supposed, is no ground for setting aside the sale. i 

RasisLocnan v. Bimaramanr Dasi sg n AQ 

: í x. 8 


. 
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SETTLEMENT, RIGHT TO—Separately Numbered Esiates.] Oer- 


tain lands accreted to an estate, No. 667, and were temporarily 
settled as a separate estate, No. 8148. During the currency of this 
settlement, the owner sold his rights and interests, in 667, to the 
plaintiff; and in 3148, to the defendants. On the expiry of the 
temporary settlement, the plaintiff-as owner of the parent estate, 
sued to establish hi right’ to the permanent settlement of 3148. 

Held, that the suit would not lie, and that the plaintiff had no- 
claim to have a settlement of 3148. 


Karunrar b. Gama HAZARI Sis wre we & OL 


SHARES, ° See Fracrions oy ——. 


Blank Trangfer— Cause of Action.], Shares in the National 
Bank were sold by the allottee, ang a transfer inthe,form required 
by the Articles of Association of the Bank was executed, but no 
nome was inserted as transferred. The purchaser pledged them with 
the I. P. L. and.China Bank, and deposited with them the blank - 
transfer. This Bank applied “to the National Bank, without pro- 
ducing a letter from the pledger, to register their lien, nnd on its 


- refusal, sold the shares to the plaintiff and délivered to im the 


transfer also in blank. ‘The plaintiff inserted his own name in the 
transfer, and requested the National Bank to register the shares 
in his name. 

In an action against the National Bank, ‘to recover the price of 
the shares, held, that.they were justified in refusing to register. ` 

Held, also, that the plaintiff, having received back from his. 
vendors the prige of his shares had no cause of action. 

_Kownss v. Tue Nartonan Banx or Inpra w OC. 


‘SISTER'S SON. t e age Ok chige «RE 


en 


r 


See Hınpu Law. ` . 


SMALL UAUSE COURT.” ` s 


8. M. Ram Pyar Desi v. Dinonara Mooxseser ... §. N. 


See APPRAL. ene. 


on 





en 


See Srroran ÅPPEAL, ' 


——~-, JURISDICTION OF. 
Hossam v. Dickanson... ae a wa BN. 
., Nasmuppin v. Knopanaksa le. oe = BN. 


BON OF EXCLUDED-PERSON T ia „PB. 


See Hinpv Law. 


SON'S WIDOW—Maintnance by Father-in“law.] A Hindu died 


aS 


SPECIAL APPEAL ... P 


ossessed of no. prone but leaving a widow. `On his death she 
eft the house of her father-in-law, and wenfto reside at her father’s 


house: , Her father-in-law «was not possessed of any ancestral pro- 
perty. Held, that ‘she could not sue her father-in-law for a sum of 
money on account of maintenance. - 


Kupraa ManyDası v. Kasninata Das m AsO. 


. See Sat-Orr. See LIMITATION. 
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_BPECIAL APPEAL—New Ground.) In special appeal a new ground 


may be taken, if it manifestly arises out of the facts alleged and 
admitted, whether proved or not before the lower Appellate Court, 
Karı Moman Cuarrenssr v. Karr Krenna Roy Cow- 
DHEY one e. eae vee tee App. 


New Isgues.] A party cannot be permitted to 


change, in special appeal, the allegations on which be went to trial 


in the Courts below, and to raise altogether a new issue. ars 


Sajopas Narayan Sine v. Bunawan Durr ow. App. ° 


New Title.] The defendants in the Court below 

unsiiccessfully claimed to rétain possesssion of some land under a 
kabala from a Mohammedan widow, who was alleged by thein to have 
, been absolutely entitled thereto under her right of dower. Heid, 
that the defendants could-not, in special appeal, set up, for the first 
time, that the widow was entitled to a share by inheritance, if not 


as denmohur, no Case of that kind having been made in the. 


Courts below, and no enquiry asked for into the state of the family, 
or whether any and what share came to the widow. 


AMBIKA an Dorr v. Napier Hossein ay A0: 


— Secondary Evidence.) In a suit on a bond exe- 
cuted under a mooktearnama, which was not produced, the Court 
of first instance admitted secondary evidence of it, and decreed the 


suit. In special sopen, the High Court was of opinion that the” 


secondary evidence bad been improperly admitted, and therefore 
the decree in the plaintiff's favor could not stand, Upon this it was 
contended that the suit should be dismisged, as the Court, hearing a 
case in special appeal, had no power, under such circumstances, 
either to remand the case or to call for additional evidence. 

Held, that, though the powers conferred by sections 361, 354, and 
3565 of Act VIIL of 1859 on the Court of regular appeal, are not 
directly given to the Court of special appeal, yet the Court, when 
it found the order of a lower Appellate Court was wrong, could point 


out the error, and direct the lower Appellate Court to make such 


order as would rectify the error. 
Syxep Azur ALI v. KALI KUMAR*’CHUCKERBUTTY we A 0, 


Suit by Heir—Small Cause Court—Act XI. of 
1865, s. 6.] The widow and heiress of a deceased person sued the 
defendants to recover personal property, valued at rupees 200, said 
to have been taken by them from deceased in his life-time. 
Held, that a special appeal was barred by section 27 of Act 
XXUT. of 1861. ` 
Karani Brwa v. Kesnram Kuos ses rr App. 


SPECIFIC APPROPRIATION 5 a oo OG 


See Barn or Goons. 


————- PERFORMANCE sas oes wo PBC. 


STAMP 


See Contract or SALB. 


Ste aes 0. C. 
, See Proaussory Nora. 


Act XX VI. of 1867—Act X. of 1859, s.265.] An me at 
under section 25, Act X. of 1859, for the assistance of the Collector 
in ejecting a ryot, is not a suit; and therefore the Revenue Courts 
should receive such petition engrossed on a Stamp-paper of the 
value of eight annas. i 

Pragi Mogan Mooxrgsse v. Kina Bawa we AC 
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- "STAMP FEES. ... z “as ie App. 


a See LIMITATION. , : 
STATUTE—24 anp 26 Vict., O. 104, s. 15 am A. C. 165, 181, 


See SUPERINTENDENCE, 


STRIDHAN—Unbetrothed Daughier—Succession.] A Hindu directed 
. his wife to. settle certain property ‘after his decease upon their 
- ~daughtér. She did so by deed of gift (hibbanama) giving it 

to their daughter “ to be enjoyed by her, her sons and grandsons, 
&c., one after another; the other heirs not to have any concern 

- with it” J/eld, that the plaintiff as the daughter's daughter had 
no right to share therein with her brothers, the daughter's gons. 

A betrothed daughter is not entitled nt her mother’s denth to 
share in her stridhan, but the unbetrothed daughters alone inherit 
with the sons. 

When -stridhan has once devolved as such upon an heir, it does 
not. continue to devolve as stridhan, but rwards devolves 
according to the ordinary rales of Hindu Law. 

BRINATH QANGOPADHYA V. SARBAMANGALA Depr ... A. O. 


SUCCESSION Sie ins bas A. ©. 184, 144, 
See Hinpu Law. See Sreipgan. See MOHAMMEDAN 
Law. 


SUIT ine ae - F.B. 


See EXECUTION. 
—— BY OR AGAINST A CORPORATION. 


Raspas Sen v. COLLECTOR OF M OORSHEDABAD wo B&N. 
'—- FOR KABULIAT. . 

Sreo Ammen Reza v. ÅGIHORI sis .— B. N. 

SUMMARY DECISION de ae Py we ÀC. 


See LIMITATION. 
SUMMONS. See Servics or ——. 


SUNDERBUNS BOUNDARY—Regulation TII. of 1828, s. 13.] 
Section 18, Regulation IIL of 1828, was intended to make provision 
for the immediate settlement of the limits of, the Sunderbuns ; hence 
it fixed peremptorily n period after which the demarcation of those 
limits, made by the Special Commissioner to that end appointed, 
should be final, No person can come in after that period (namely 
threo months from the date of the Commissioner's proceeding fixing 
the boundary) plending infancy or other ground for re-opening the 
question of boundary, since the geographical boun line was 
necessarily to be one and the same for all the world. Even within 

the period of limitation allowed, no one could be heard to object to 

the Ene, unless he declared and offered proof that at the.time of the 
survey he was in the occupation of a definite quantity of land 
cleared and under cultivation within the line. x the line had 
once become final, no party could be heard to aay that even cultivat- 
ed lands within it were part of his settled zemindari. 
- Rasa Barapaxant Roy v. Tas CONMIsSSIONER or THE 
BUNDERBUNS aes aes sas wo PO 


SUPERINTENDENCE—Aet VIL. of 1859, s. 280—Dispossession.] 
Whether or not an appeal lies from the decision of a lower Court, 
rejecting an application by a party other than a defendant, under 

e section 230 of Act VII. of 1859, disputing the right of the 
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decree-holder to- dispossess him, the High Court may, under the 
. 15th section of the Charter, compel the lower Court to exercise its 
jurisdiction. : 
Goluchnarain Dutt v. Bistooprea Dossee refered: to and ques- 
. tioned. ` 
Planting a bamboo and making proclamation to the ocenu- 
pants of an estate that it has been adjudged to some other, is 
sufficient dispossession of a landlord to warrant him in applying to 
the Court under section 280. j x K 
Tne CoLLecror or Boara v. Kaisuna Ixpra Roy A. ©. 301 


BUPERINTENDENCE— Act X. of 1859, s, 25—Appeal—Delay.] No 
appeal lies to the Judge of the Zilla Court from a decision of the 
Collecion under section 25, Act X. of 1859. Delay in preferrin 
nn appeal should be explained. The Oigh Court under its zenera 
power of superintendence sct aside an order of a lower Appellate 
Court, admitting an appeal filed beyond time, on the ground that 
the lower ae sourt had no jurisdiction to cntertain an 
appeal passed by the Collector under section 25, Act X. of 1859. 

Aura NAsSHYA v, GAGAN Suvran ae .. App. 35 


Appeal—24 & 25 Vict, C. 104, 8. 15] Ax > 
certificated purehioss of property sold in execution of-a decree 
applied to the Judge for an order of confirmation of snle, and 
was refused. Held, that the High Court had no power to interfere 
with a Judge’s decision, even though erroneous on a point of law, 
upon a matter entirely within his jurisdiction, and from which 
there is no appeal. ` 

In THR NATTER O¥ THE Petition oF Durga Cuaran Sir- 


KAR see ais Sts is ow “ALC. 165 


—— -Arrears of Rent— Revival of Suit—Act X. of 
1859, s. a8] A suit for arrears of rent was dismissed by the 
Deputy Collector for default under section 64, Act X. of 1859. 
Thereupon a fresh suit was brought by the same plaintiff for the 
recovery of the said arrears, and a decree was obtained. On 
appeal, the Judge reversed the decision of the Deputy Collector 
and dismissed’ the suit. The plaintiff then applied under section 
58, Act X. of 1859, for revival of the former suit, but the Deputy - 
Collector rejected the application. On appeal, the Judge Tal 
that the suit might be revived, and remanded the case for trial. 
The Iligh Court, under its general power of superintendence, set 
aside the order ofthe Judge as passed without jurisdiction, holding 
that, although the Deputy Collector had formerly struck off the 
case under section 64, yet st was in fact an order under section 56, 
and therefore under section 58, Act X. of 1859, no appeal-lay to the 








poea 





Judge. i : 
Sir Lanin Sosnan v. Manennea Naru Ror .. App. 82 


— m 24 & 25 Vict, C.104, s. 15—High Court— 
Jurisdichon.] A claim was disallowed tp certain property which 
had been attached in execution of a decree. The, property was 
sold; and after satisfaction of the decrece, it was ordered that the 
surplus proceeds should be ratenbly distributed among other 
Judgment-creditors who had subsequently attached. On the appli- 
cation of the unsuccessful claimant again preferring his claim to 
the property, the Principal Sudder Ameen made another order 
setting aside the previous order for distribution, so far as it affected 
“some of the creditors. Held, that the Principal Sudder Ameen 
had no jurisdiction to make the latter order. The High Court 








——_—-, PROOF OF ... ase one ne ve 
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would therefore interfere to set it aside under its general power of 
superintendence. 
In TNS MATTER oF ‘rae Petition oF Mamataza Dutras 
“Mantras Coann BAHADUR 


tee eee 


SUPERINTENDENCE— 24 § 26 Vict., C. 104, s. 15—High Court— 


Review—Act VIII. of 1859, ss. 377 §& 378.) The High Court 
refused to interfere with the order of a Court, granting n review of 
its judgment, although the application for review was not made 
until these years after the date of the decree; the party who pre- 
ferred the application for the review having satisfied such lower 
Court “of the .existence of just and reasonable cause for his not 
having preferred his application for review within ninety days. 
Asannissa Bint v. Sursa Kant ÅCHADJI ... Sa 


SURETY | z as ae ba win A.C 
See PRINCIPAL DECEASED. ` 
TACKING ... ise ae ony ee ws App. 
: See Monraaan. 7 
TENANOY, ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF Ss A.C 
- Sea REGISTRY or TRANSFER. 
—-——, DETERMINATION OF ... Bae ago AAR 
See Occupancy, RIGHT oF. 
THNANT-AT-WILL. 
Sygp Annep RIZA V. AGHORI ... wae 7 BLN 
THAKBUST “AWARD nes sae see we = PLO 
See Contract or‘ BALB, 
TIMBER. See Currixa ——. ` 
TITLE ' ... va nd Š; i A.C 
See Onvs PROBANDI. : 
-—— aug i he a way P. O, 
See Possession. ` ‘ 
P.O 


See Cuur Lanns. | 


TOLLS—Arrears of Rent—Illégal Arrest.| A, the lessee of a toll, 


was in arrear to Government in respect of the rent. The Magis- 
trate issued a summons to him, whereby it was recited that a plaint 
had been prepared against him (A) for the offence of not payin 

the sum of Rupees 262, for arrears of rent, and A was summone 

to appear before the Magistrate to answer the charge. A did not 
appear on the day appointed, but had an application presented for 
postponement of the demand for arrears of rent, on the grounds 
therein atatetlL On the following day the Magistrate passed the 
following order: “ whereas the debtor, defendant, has not appeared 


in person, the summons has been disobeyed, therefore it is ordered , 


that a warrant be issucd for the arrest of the defendant.” ` Proceed- 
ings were afterwards taken upon the warrant. Held, that nll the 
proceedings taken by the Magistrate were irregular, and must be 
set aside. 

Ix THE MATTER OP Banxu BIHARI Grose ww A. Or, 


TRAN SFER. See BLANK ——. See REGISTRY or ——. 


li 


17 ~ 


ji i GENERAL INDEX. 


TRANSFERABLE TENURE ... ay, ie ze App. 
See Occupancy, RIGHT or. 


TRESPASS 


* 


Tr P. ©. 
See LIMITATION. 


See MASTER AND Servant. S 


——— Rahfication.] The plaintiff let a cargo boat to U? C., 
who had been employed by the defendants to land certain goods. 
During the landing of the goods, a dispute arose as tó the terms 
of hiring, and U. C. refusing to pay what was alleged by the 
plaintiff to be due to him for the hire of his boat, the plaintiff 
refused to give up 58 bales then remaining unlanded from his. 
boat. U. O. communicated the circumstances to an assistant in 
defendant's firm, who afterwards went with U. O. and forcibly took 
the goods from the plaintiff's boat, without satisfying the plaintiff's 
hire thereon, and the defendants received them into their godowns. 
It was proved that U. C. and the assistant acted without the 
knowledge or authority of the defendants, and that the defendants 

‘ received the goods without any knowledge of how they had been 
obtained. Held, that in the absence of such knowledge on their 
part, the receipt of the goods by them did not amount to a ratifica- 
tion’ of the wrongful act of their assistant and U. O., so as to 
nae them liable in an action by the plaintiff for damages for 

. the same, 


Ginigh Coaxpra Das. Guzanpgns, Annoranort, & Co. O. C. 


" TRUSTEE es a o am A. C. 185, 
% See IMITATION. t 


xi y aie see -QÇ 





TRUSTS 02.0 + we 7 
. See Hinnpv War. 


UNBETROTHED DAUGHTER one fixe le, “Assen gale c.” 


Ses Sraiwman. y ; 


UNDISTURBED POSSESSION sts re ee BAO; 
See Evienon. - 


UNDIVIDED ESTATE ue see a ow A. 0. 
M -~ See KABULIAT, Suir FOB. ‘ S 
UNSEAWORTHINESS— Condition Precedeni—Part Performance of 
Contract] Inan action fof breach of contract in not shipping cer- 
tain goods, the defendant pleaded the unseaworthiness of the vesael. 
It was found that the ship was unseaworthy at the time of sailing, 
and that the defendants had placed part of the goods on board. 
Held, that it is a condition precedent that a vessel shall be in a pro- 
per state to take the goods on board for the purpose of the parti- 
cular voyage; or.in such a state that she may be made fit for the 
voyage with the goods on board, without such a delay as to frustrate 
* the object of the merchant in shipping his goods. Held, that the 
putting part of the goods on board without knowledge of the unsea- 
worthiness of the vessel, was not a waiver of the performance of 
the condition. 
a: Sembdle.—Unseaworthiness at the time of sailing is not a breach 
of the condition. 
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USE OF WATER RIGHTS. See Wareg Rients. 
USURY ... s ais 5 P,O 69 
See Reavrarion KV. or 1793, ss. 8 & 9. 5 
VICINAGE . A.C. 68, 330 
See PRB-EMPTION. See PES-EAPTION Anona Hinpva.* 
VOLUNTARY PAYMENT .., we A we ALO, 281 
See CONTRIBUTION. 
WATER RIGHTS, USE OF —Injury to Neighbouring Land.] No pro- 
rietor can lawfully pen back the water of a stream by erecting a 
Pund upon his own land, so as to inundate the land of his neigh- 
bour, without his license and consent. : 
Brecmaram CHowpury v. Punupxata JHA . App. * 53 


WILL. See Hinno —— . ` 


fet enar Mure ] A . bequest i in a will of a sum of) money for 
the performance of masses in Calcutta is valid. 

Das Merces v. Cones followed, and its oe eens: : 
. ANDREWS V. JOAKIM... “ O. ©. 148 


OF A BUDDHIST—JIndian Succession Act—Act X. of. 1868, 
8. 331.] Probate may be granted of the will of a Buddhist made 
after the 1st January 1866. It is not necessary that the will of a 
Buddhist. should be executed according to the formialities preiaaibed 
by the Indian Succession Act. 
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